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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
There are many reasons why Americans are confused and con¬
cerned about the nature of the hippie movement in which America is
beccming increasingly involved. Not the least of these is uncer¬
tainty about the character and nature of the movement. Many books
have been written on the topic but it is difficult to define the
movement in just one major city such as Atlanta. This study was
undertaken in an attempt to define favorable and unfavorable atti¬
tudes by non-hippies toward the hippie movement in Atlanta.
This study identifies some independent variables associated with
320 Atlanta residents who have either favorable or unfavorable atti¬
tudes toward hippies. Atlanta residents and other Americans who look
at these variables with an open mind may see where they stand as a
societal member on one of America's major transitional periods. The
hippies need to see where they stand in the public eye and identify
the type of people with whom their ccramunications have been either
weak or ineffective*
Attitudes, the end product of the socialization jirocess,
significantly influence man's responses to cultural products,
to other persons, and to groups of persons. If the atti¬
tude of a person toward a certain object is known, it can
be used in conjunction with situational and other disposi¬
tional variables to predict and explain reactions of the per¬
sons to that class of objects.^
^Mervin E. Shaw and Jack M. Ifright, Scales for the Measurement
of Attitudes (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), p.l*
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Statement of the Problem
The major problem is what Atlanta residents think of hippies.
Some people look at the contemporary hippie scene and find the hippies
pushing the dawn of a new day of freedom of expression and a demise
of shackling censorship. Others find the hippies as evidence of the
decadence and coming destruction of society.
The hippie groups throughout the nation are unequally distri¬
buted in ways that magnify their visibility. Michael Harrington has
written about the invisible poor; the hippie situation in Atlanta
seems to be the exact antithesis. This becomes quite evident as one
drives in the Peachtree-Tenth Street area on a warm summer evening.
The congregation of hippies here is due, in part, to the social dis¬
approval of their presence in other areas of the city. It is also
due to their reaction against the middle-class scheme of life. This
reaction creates the groundwork for unfolding new symbols of love and
freedom which break from the shell of eliciting conditions in society.
Some of these symbols take the form of the long hair, short blouses
and psychedelic colors which can be seen in this particular area.
It is ironical that in a society which seems to be turning more
towards passive spectatorship, the Atlanta hippies, who often open
up new avenues of collective response to life issues and who express
new styles, materials and motifs, are subject to bellicosity and
criticism. It could even be true that in some areas of Atlanta,
hippies are thrust aside into a jail-like alienation.
The hippies were denied admission into the Pennant Restaurant
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on Foiirteenth Street before it closed for remodelling. The newspaper
that is associated with the hippies. The Great Speckled Bird, had to
find a printer in New Orleans. The "Catacombs*’ and the "Fourteenth
Gate Coffee House" were closed down when "Mother" David Braden, leader
of the hippies and renter of the building, could not pay the rent.
This forced the hippies to their new location in the Tenth-Juniper
Street area. This is where most of them now live, but the location
actually stretches from Fifth Street to Seventeenth Street, and even
these boundaries are in flux. Bradshaw’s Restaurant on upper Peach¬
tree Street has been closed to most hippies for some time. The Waffle
House in this area has been hospitable occasionally.
This study attempts to identify variables associated with favor¬
able and unfavorable attitudes held by Atlanta residents towards hip¬
pies. The variables analyzed are where the respondent lives, sex,
marital status, urban or rural place of upbringing, length of time the
respondent has lived in Atlanta, length of time the respondent has
lived in his present cranraunity, ownership or rental of abode, number
of families living in the same building, number of people in respon¬
dent's family, family income, respondent's highest grade of school
completed, father's and mother's highest grade of school completed,
religion, occupation of the head of household, section of Atlanta where
the respondent works or goes to school and how the respondent first
learned about hippies. Data were collected and analyzed to answer
the major problem and the subproblems listed below.
The major problem is: Do Atlanta residents think favorably or
unfavorably of the Atlanta hippies?
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The subproblems are:
1. Are there differences in attitudes toward the hippies due
to the section of Atlanta wherein the respondent lives?
2. Are there differences due to the length of time the respon¬
dent has lived in Atlanta?
3. Are there differences in attitudes due to the respondent's
sex?
U* Are there differences due to the respondent's marital status?
Are there differences due to the respondent's age?
6. Are there differences in attitudes due to either urban or
rural upbringing?
7. Are there differences due to the length of time the respon¬
dent has lived in his present community?
8. Are there differences in attitude toward the hippies due to
whether the respondent owns or rents the place wherein he lives?
9. Are there differences in attitude toward the hippies due to
the number of families tiiat live in the same building as the respon¬
dent?
10. Are there differences due to the number of people in the
respondent's family?
11. Are there differences due to the size of the respondent's
family income?
12. Are there differences due to the highest grade of school
that the respondent has completed?
13. Are there differences due to the father's highest grade of
5
school completed?
lU. Are there differences due to the highest grade of school
that the respondent's mother has completed?
15. Are there differences in attitude toward the hippies due to
the respondent's religious affiliation?
16. Are there differences due to the respondent's occupation?
17. Are there differences due to the occupation of the head of
the household?
18. Are there differences due to the section of Atlanta wherein
the respondent works or goes to school?
19. Are there differences in attitude toward the hippies due to
whether the respondent is a student or a holder of an occupation?
20. Are there differences due to how the respondent first
learned about hippies?
t^otheses
Due to the wide variety of independent variables and to the
fact that they represented different levels of scaling, no one statis¬
tical technique can be used for all of them. In parentheses at the
end of each of the twenty hypotheses will be found the type of test
used for that particular hypothesis.
1. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the sector of Atlanta where the respondents live (Analysis of
Variance).
2. Male respondents think less favorably of the hippies than do
female respondents (T-Test).
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3» Younger respondents have more favorable attitudes toward
the hippies than do older respondents (Correlation Analysis).
li. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the marital status of the respondents (Analysis of Variance).
5« Respondents who have had a rural upbringing think more
favorably of the hippies than do respondents who have had an urban
upbringing (T-Test).
6. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the length of time the respondents have lived in Atlanta (Multi-
Serial Correlation).
7. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the length of time the respondents have lived in their present com¬
munities (Multi-Serial Correlation).
8. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due to
whether the respondents own or rent the place where they live (T-Test)
9# There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the number of families that live in the same building as the respon
dents (Multi-Serial Correlation).
10. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the size of the respondents* family incomes (Correlation Analysis).
11. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the number of people in the respondents' families (Correlation
Analysis),
12. Respondents with higher education have more favorable atti¬
tudes toward the hippies than do respondents with only elementary or
high school education (Multi-Serial Correlation).
7
13. Respondents whose fathers have had higher education have
more favorable attitudes toward the hippies than do respondents whose
fathers have had only elementary or high school education (Multi-
Serial Correlation).
lii. Respondents whose mothers have had higher education have
more favorable attitudes toward the hippies than do respondents whose
mothers have had only elementary or high school education (Multi-
Serial Correlation).
15. Catholic respondents think less favorably toward the hippies
than do Jews and Protestants. Protestants think less favorably of
the hippies than do Jews. Jews think more favorably of the hippies
than do Catholics and Protestants (Analysis of Variance).
16. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the respondents' occupations (Multi-Serial Correlation).
17. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the occupation of the head of the household (Multi-Serial Congela¬
tion).
18. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the section of Atlanta wherein the respondents work or go to school
(Analysis of Variance).
19. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to whether the respondents are students or holders of occupations
(Analysis of Variance).
20. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due




To provide answers to the problems listed, this study had to
be concerned with the attitudes of a large and endless variety of
people and groups. This study is focused around a conflict. The
conflict is between the Atlanta hippies, who are a deviant, minority
out-group, and the larger society.
The literature selected for this chapter deals mainly with what
has been written about the Atlanta hippies. A few comments are also
made on the material related to deviants, although at this point, no
connection has been drawn between hippies arid deviants. The justifi¬
cation for the placing of the few comments on deviants here will be
clarified in Chapter III.
Despite an auspicious beginning for the sociological study of
deviance, research has been developed and continues to fill the
archives. From Durkheim‘s study of suicide, W. I. Thomas’s studies
of Polish peasants in American cities and young girls, sociologists
have looked at deviance and learned about society. In both theory
and research, however, sociologists have been concerned primarily
with the classification and analysis of deviant forms of behavior;
little has been studied about societal reaction to deviance.
Merton has noted a lack of "systematic classification of the
responses of the conventional or conforming members of a group to the
deviant behavior." Cohen has observed that "a sociology of deviant
^Robert K. Merton, "Social Conformity, Deviation, and Opportun¬
ity—Structures{ A Comment on the Contributions of Dublin and Cloward,"
American Sociological Review. XXIV (February, 1959), 179.
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behavior—conformity will have to devise ways of conceptualizing res¬
ponses to the deviant behavior from the standpoint of their relevance
to the production or extinction of deviant behavior."^ The concern
for the shortcomings of research on deviant behavior has much validity.
The many papers, articles and books written about hippies are
the only real source of attitudes toward the new movement. These
studies about hippies have been written either by an outsider looking
at the strange subculture or by a writer who has found his way into
the hippie group. Measuring attitudes toward the hippies has been
made possible only by studying the viewpoint of the writer who has
undertaken to describe the hippies and their life styles.
This study appears to answer Merton's and Cohen's concern for
an innovative approach to the stucfy of attitudes toward deviant groups.
Kombluh edited a book compiling descriptions of the hippies and their
philosophy,^ but similar to many other books it does not analyze atti¬
tudes as does this study. Tablonsky falls prey to a similar criti¬
cism.^ Fladell, a forty-two-year-old husband, father and business¬
man went to the extent of sharing an apartment with his twenty-year-
old hippie nephew for a summer so that he could present his view of
^Albert K. Cohen, "The Study of Social Disorganization and
Deviant Behavior," in Sociology Today, ed. by R, Merton, L. Broom,
and L. Cottrell (New York: Basic fiooks, 19^9), p. U65.
^Jesse Kornbluh, ed.. Notes fraw the New Underground (New
York: The Viking Press, 1968yi
^Lewis Yablonsky, The Hippie Trip (New York: Western Pub¬
lishing Co., 1968).
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the hippie life and the generation gap.^ But this again, although
it is a fine representation of hippie life, does not attempt to answer
the questions that should be answered.
If the school of sociology is out to reap the richest rewards
it can obtain by studying society, it must attempt to dig deeper than
mere description of societal parts. It must begin to isolate vari¬
ables and cross sections of variables which are an inchoate part of
the individual directly affected by these societal parts. Studies,
articles and research, to be beneficial to the ongoing buildup of
sociological material, must provide some insight into the causes of
behavior and attidues omnipresent in our daily lives.
In some instances, the Atlanta newspapers have been objective
in their reports on hippies and in their interviews with merchants in
the hippie area. The Atlanta Journal and the Atlanta Constitution
have written many reports on the hippies, but they have not given any
background data on the persons interviewed. For example, they prints
Remember the hippie community that was growing up on
Fourteenth Street in Atlanta, and how it was about to corrupt
the morals and mores of all of Georgia and perhaps the South?
Remember how it was said that a great influx of long-haired,
bearded, hopelessly confused kids would inundate a part of
Atlanta? Want to know what happened?^
The personal data and variables not found in this newspaper
report is the type of information that will be included in this study,
which will make it different from other articles about hippies in
Richard Lorber and Ernest Fladell, The Gap (New York; The New
American Library, 1968).




It would appear that the newspapers are quite correct in assum¬
ing that the hippie area between Myrtle Avenue and West Peachtree
Street is the bastion of anti-hippieism. The newspapers interviewed
people from this area as well as professors and artists from local
universities. Their interviewing techniques did not claim an ade¬
quate cross section; nevertheless, this is what they heard;
"They're just plain filthy," sand one neighborhood
merchant, "and it sure doesn't help business to have them
around," Said another, "They're an eyesore,"
A restaurant manager described the youths as people.,.
"I don't believe should be allowed on the street." He
said occasionally he has to run them out of his restaurant
at night because "they sit there and try to make love."®
The newspapers indicate that the landlords and most of the shop-
owners in the hippie area think that hippies are bums. "Crack down
on them," said one storeowner, "they're a bunch of trash." "It's
disgusting that decent, tax-paying citizens have to put up with this.
...We're going to do something about it,"9 The newspapers have also
given some indicatiwi that there might be a notable difference in atti¬
tudes due to varying educational levels and professions. They have
not attributed the difference in attitudes to this, but they deserve
credit for admitting that there are Atlanta residents who do think
favorably of the hippies. The following is an example of various
O
"Some Like Them, Some Don't“And Then Some, Whichever It is,"
Atlanta Constitution, July 31, 1967, p. 6,
9"City Crackdown on Hippies Asked," ibid., August 1, 196?, p. U,
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Hippies love people, but do pe«^le love hippies? wNot I,"
says the neighborhood store keeper. "They’d better," says
the local attorney. "We do," say the psychologists and
sociologists. "Why not?" says the local artist. "No
comment," say the city officials.^^
This study has gone further than merely recognizing that there
are those who oppose the hippies and those who support the movement.
The original concern was that this pro-con technioue is all that many
researchers, including government pollsters, ever use.
One or two attitudes could not be taken as representative of
any group. .This is a trap into which much of the literature has
fallen. The newspapers feel that the hippies are worried about their
image in Atlanta. "Atlanta's hippies are concerned about how 'straight'
people of the city feel about thera—their beads, long hair and ccinmunal
way of living."Our public relations are very bad," said a young
man of about twenty, with long hair. "We're still 'dirty hippies'
to most Atlantans, and really, it isn't so."^^
It is felt that this study gives a true representative idea of
the attitudes toward the hippies. The variables associated with each
individual who expressed his attitude were analyzed. This makes the
study different from any other found in the literature on hippies.
There have been several attempts to analyze attitudes toward other
groups and these provide the basis for the study's theoretical orienta-
^®"Some Like Them...,"op. cit., p. 6.
^^"Dirty Hippies? Not So, They Insist," Atlanta Constitution,
November 20, 1967, p. 1.
12ibid
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tion. Research on prejudice and reactions toward other deviant groups
also add to the orientation; however, the literature on hippies falls
far short of providing stepping stones for imaginative research aimed
at an intellectual and humanistic understanding of the movement for
t
social change in Atlanta.
Theoretical Orientation
For the purposes of this study, it is safe to assume that the
Atlanta hippies could be labeled both deviants and members of a minor¬
ity group. They are deviants in Becker's sense, because the majority
of them smoke marihuana;this is breaking a law which was made by a
conventional society. The infraction of this rule constitutes devi¬
ance because Becker views deviance as the "product of a transaction
that takes place between some social group and one who is viewed by
that group as a rule-breaker."^^ They are also deviants in the sense
that they are nonconformists. The hippies have broken away from the
traditional mode of clothing and work practices.
Their style of clothing' and long hair make it possible to as¬
sume that they are a minority group. Similar to blacks or Orientals
in this country, hippies can be fitted readily into a category of pre¬
judgment, merely because of their high degree of visibility. Black
persons have physical and inborn differences attributed to out-groups.
The Atlanta hippies seek to highlight membership to the group through
their distinctive costumes and long hair. In Atlanta,as in other
13"^Howard S. Becker, Outsiders (New York* The Free Press, I963),
p. 10.
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parts of the country, the interaction between blacks and whites has
been one of conflict. Similarly, in Atlanta, the hippies have strug¬
gled to hold their own against a superordinate group which is unwilling
to make changes and sacrifices in living.
Identifying hippies with deviants and minority groups built a
frame of reference from which the theoretical orientation was developed.
Prejudice toward these groups, especially the minority and ethnic groups,
has been an age-old subject for study. Following Kramer's suggestion
for setting up a questionnaire on anti-black attitudes,this stuc^
attempts to find out how the respondents felt toward; (1) their rela¬
tionship with the hippiesj (2) the visible actions of the hippies; (3)
the hippies' personalities; (U) the physical identification of hippies;
(5) the intelligence of hippies; (6) the hippies' contributions to
Atlanta; (7) the presence of hippies in Atlanta; and (8) The Great
Speckled Bird.
These dimensions covering the cognitive, emotional and action
orientation of the respondents were only the first phase of the theory
behind the research. It was necessary to decide which type of atti¬
tude scale would be most appropriate to measure that which was desired.
The next step was to find studies utilizing the theory behind the selec¬
ted scale so that predictive hypotheses might be given for as many of
the problems as possible.
Research in the field of prejudice, for the most part, has been
^^Bernard M. Kramer, "Dimensions of Prejudice," Journal of
Psychology, XX7II (April, 19U9), 389-i;5l.
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based on the theory that prejudice is measured adequately when the
dimension of direction is measuredj it is enough, according to this
conception, to gauge the extent to which an individual is positively
(favorably) or negatively (unfavorably) oriented to the minority,
ethnic or deviant group under investigation. Early attempts at the
measurement of prejudice were based on the assumption that prejudice
is measured adequately when the dimension of direction is measured.
The development of the Thurstone scaling technique and the modifica¬
tions introduced by Likert carried into full empirical fruition the
claim that the "pro-con" dimension is the central and most important
aspect of prejudice.
Thurstone’s judges rated each item in terms of the degree of
favorableness or unfavorableness toward a particular minority group.
The Likert technique involves the assignment of numerical values, on
an a priori basis, to responses in proportion to the relative extent
of favorableness or unfavorableness expressed toward the minority
group. Most surveys of prejudiced attitudes are based either wholly
or in part on these techniques.
All prejudiced acts or statements are unitaiy in that they vary
only with respect to the "pro-con" dimension and, therefore, can be
treated as an empirical unity, without differentiation* The Likert
survey applies an average of scores to an individual and represents
the ektent to which the individual favors or opposes the minority group.
Likert, "A Technique for the Measurement of Attitudes,"
Archives of Psychology, CXL (November, 1932), 17,
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One such investigation from South Africa gave an affinna-
tive answer to the question of better educated people being more toler¬
ant than the less educated. When asked their attitudes toward natives,
idiite people with differing degrees of education gave the following
responses:
Favoring more opportunities for jobs:
8U percent of university trained
30 percent with elementary education only
Favoring equal educational opportunities:
85 percent of university trained
39 percent with elementary education only
Favoring more political rights:
77 percent of university trained ,
27 percent with elementary education only.^°
Fran these data it would appear that education has a marked effect.
Perhaps it is because higher education lessens feelings of insecurity
and anxiety or perhaps education enables individuals to see the
social scene as a whole, and to comprehend that the welfare of one
group is linked to the welfare of all groups.
An observation of Allport confirms these findings. "Regarding
education, it generally but not always appears from researches that
people with college education are slightly less intolerant toan
people with grade school or high school education."^7
Allport has extended his research into areas regarding
parental education. Allport and Kramer show that students' preju¬
dice scores bear an appreciable relation to the educational level of
G. Malherbe, Race Attitudes and Education (Johannesburg:
S.A. Institute of Race Relations, 19ii6), p. 27.
^^Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice (Reading, Massachu¬
setts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 195U), p. 79.
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their parents. This finding is in line with the knowledge that
higher educational achievement on the part of an individual tends to
be associated with fewer hostile attitudes. The following is a per¬
centage distribution of prejudice as a function of parental education:
Less Prejudice More Prejudice
Both parents college graduates 5o73 39*7
One parent a college graduate 53*0
Neither parent a college graduate Ul*2 58 •S'*"
The novelty of the preceding finding consists in the demonstra¬
tion that the favorable association between educational level and free-
dcan frcsn prejudice reaches back into the preceding generation: the
more educated the parents the more free is the child from prejudice*
A study done by Moskos and Bell gives an indication of what can
be predicted concerning age as a variable. It was hypothesized that
younger people tend to be less consesrvative and less ethnocentric
than their eldersj they found that there is a slight but consistent
tendency for younger adults to be less ethnocentric than those of mid¬
dle or old age. Following is the percentage breakdown of what was
found:
69 percent of their sample of West Indians who were over
55 were authoritarian.
33 percent of their sample who were between the ages of
U0-5U were authoritarian,
30 percent of their sample who were 39 and under were found
to be authoritarian.19
Attitudinal studies of religious groups toward minorities were
also of extreme importance. Allport and Kramer give the first
^®Gordon W. Allport and Bernard M, Kramer, "Some Roots of
Prejudice," Journal of Psychology, XXII (July, 19U6), 31.
^^Charles C. Moskos and Wendell Bell, "Attitudes toward Demo¬
cracy," in Attitudes, ed, by Marie Johada and Neil Warren (Baltimore:
Penguin Books, 19^6), p. 65.
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example. They were concerned with the correlates of prejudice in
a rank-and-file group of college students as revealed with the aid of
a fairly long questionnaire, containing, in addition to a prejudice
scale, many questions framed on the basis of various current causal
hypotheses. It has been said that prejudice stems from insecurity,
from religiousness (or its lack), from early traumatic experiences,
and from poor intercultural educationj that it is taken lock, stock
and barrel from one's parentsj that it is part of a missapen philo-
sopy of life; and that it is augmented (or lessened) by contact with
minority groups. It was these and similar assertions regarding the
etiology of prejudice that they attempted to test in their investiga¬
tion.
Their subjects were hyi college undergraduates, 2lU from
Dartmouth, 166 from Harvard and 57 from Radcliffe. All were enrolled
in elementary courses in psychology. While there was reason to sup¬
pose that college students are disposed to give less prejudiced respon¬
ses than a more unselected population, there was no ground for believ¬
ing that their life experiences, with which the questionnaire dealt,
21
were atypical in any significant way.
Their instrument was designed to obtain a measure of the degree
to vdiich an individual was prejudiced. Part of it contained twenty-
one statements, nine concerning blacks; eight, Jews; and four, Catho-
^^Ailport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 38.
21b. Samelson, "Does Education Diminish Prejudice?" Journal
of Social Issues, I, No. 3 (August, 19kS), 11-13.
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lies. Each item allowed a four-point range in scoring,' depending
on whether the subject indicated "agreement," "slight agreement,"
"slight disagreement," or "disagreement" with each statement. The
total scores of their scale could range theoretically from 0 to 76
because the least prejudiced response could receive a score of 0 on
each question.
The Allport and Kramer study took attitudes of various religious
groups toward blacks only. They found that "Catholics led the list
in anti-Negro bias, followed by Protestants. By comparison, Jews and
persons lacking any religious affiliation were markedly free from
22
prejudice." Because the theory of this research is that hippies,
too, are a minority group, the same type of results by religion can
be predicted.
The Allport and Kramer study was supported five years later by
Spoerl. Her investigation was carried on among the members of the
entering class at the American International College in the falls of
19k7 and 19l;8. Students identified their religious preference and
then completed the Bogardus Test of Social Distance. After measuring
their attitudes toward twenty-six racial and national groups, it was
shown that Jewish students were the most tolerant, followed by Protest¬
ants; Catholic students were the least tolerant.
‘•‘Allport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 2?.
23Dorothy T. Spoerl, "Some Aspects of Prejudice as Affected
by Religion and Education," Journal of Social Psychology. XXXIII
(January, 1951), 71.
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One of the problems listed in the first chapter was; ''Are
there differences in the respondents' attitude toward the Atlanta
hippies due to sex." The Allport and Kramer study of 19k6, which
researched the difference in religious groups, found that men were
more prejudiced toward black people than were women.This finding
was also useful to this study.
The personal data of the questionnaire used in this investiga¬
tion asked the respondent to indicate whether he had had a rural or
an urban upbringing.
Fay and Middleton recognized that there is a paucity of material
dealing with the genesis of social attitudes and the factors which
condition them. Their study attempted to determine to what extent
certain social attitudes of college students are related to, or con¬
ditioned by (a) their fathers' occupations and (b) the size of the com
munities in which they were brought up.
Five of the Thurstone scales for the measurement of social atti¬
tudes were used: Attitude toward Communismj Attitude toward Patriotism
Attitude toward the Constitution; Attitude toward Law; and Attitude
toward Censorship. The five attitude scales were administered to
575 DePauw University" students.
The results of the "Fathers' Occupation" were not applicable
2UAllport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 38.
2^Paul J. Fay and Warren C. Middletwi, "Certain Factors Related
to Liberal and Conservative Attitudes of College Students: Fathers'
Occupation; Size of Home Town," Journal of Social Psychology, XI
(May, 19U0), 103.
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for this study; however, they did find that people with a rural up¬
bringing were more favorable towards communism and less favorable
towards patriotism than people with an urban upbringing. Although
communism and patriotism are not related directly to this study, many
people associate either one or the other with the hippies. It might be
possible to say that people with a rural upbringing tend to favor the
hippies more than do people with an urban upbringing.
Attitudinal studies to investigate the effect of the other
variables listed in this study could not be found, which made it all
the more imperative that they be included in the study. It meant,
however, that no directionality could be used in hypotheses testing
these variables.
Methodology
The preparation of the material used to test the twenty hypo¬
theses was completed by the use of a definite method suid design.
The data were collected during the summer of 196?. Through the use
of a pretested questionnaire designed to Likert specifications, the
attitudes of 320 Atlanta residents toward hippies were scored and
tested against a list of independent variables. The results were
obtained from the computer in January, 1970.
The sample was chosen from a geographical breakdown of Atlanta.
The city was split into four sections. Northeast, Northwest, Southeast
and Southwest. Then, on a map, each of these four sections was broken
down into four smaller sections by using roads as boundaries. To
break this down even further, each of these sub-sections was quartered.
This made sixty-four small geographical areas from which subjects
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would be chosen* Since the desired number of subjects for this
stu(fy was 320, five subjects had to be picked frcsn each of the sixty-
four sections. A cross was then drawn in each section. The cen¬
ter of the cross and the midpoint of each of the legs indicated five
approximate house locations in each of the sixty-four sectors. The
resident of the house closest to the mark on the cross was the sub¬
ject. In case no one was at home at the desired location, an alter¬
native choice was necessary. It was decided that with the first "no
response,” the nearest house on the left would be chosenj with the second
"no response," it would be the nearest house on the right. This alter¬
native was never used, however. The questionnaires were delivered
by the researcher who waited for the respondents to fill them out.
In a few cases when the respondent could neither read nor write, the
researcher read the questionnaire to the respondent and filled in
the appropidate responses.
The Likert scale was used to measure the attitudes of the resi¬
dents who were approached. This scale was chosen because the Likert
technique results in an ordinal scale and because attitudes are con-.
strued as varying in quality and intensity on a continuum from pos-
26 27
tive through neutral to negative. * ' The Likert-type scale has
been widely used in attitudinal studies. Its usage required the
respondents to indicate their agreement or disagreement on a list of
26m. T. Newcomb, R. H. Turner, and P. E. Converse, Social
Psychologyt The Study of Human Interaction (New York: Holt, 1965).
. E. McGrath, Social Psychology: A Brief Introduction (New
York: Holt, I96U).
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set statements about hippies in Atlanta. These statements attri¬
buted to hippie characteristics that are either positively or nega¬
tively evaluated. Without exception, the questions were set up in
such a form as to permit a judgment of value rather than a judgment
of fact. ••Since value judgments are required, it was conceived that
every issue might be presented in such a way as to allow the subject
pQ
to take sides as between two clearly opposed alternatives.^*
The respondents indicated their reactions to the items in the
questionnaire means of a five-category rating system: •’strongly
agree," "agree," "undecided," "disagree," and "strongly disagree."
The categories were scored ly assigning values of 5> U, 3> 2 and 1,
respectively. It was arbitrarily determined that the value of 5
would always be given to the most favorable response. In other
words, if the statement were worded negatively, the response values
were 1, 2, 3, U and 5. Using this method allowed a measure of the
intensity of the respondent's attitude. Each statement was a scale
in itself, the scores were combined and a mean was determined. The
Likert procedure yields moderately reliable scales and provides more
information about the individual's opinion on the issues in the ques¬
tionnaire than do other methods of measurement.
As the questionnaire shows, each statement was set up in such
a way that respondents with different points of view, so far as the
particular attitude was concerned, could respond to it differently,
this being the first thing that Likert calls for in the selection of
2®Likert, op. cit., p. 13.
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of statements.Other criteria required by Likert were also met.
The questionnaire was constructed to answer the major problem and
the specific questions formulated in the problem section. Responses
to all the statements in the Likert portion were expected to answer
the major problem: ”What do Atlanta residents think of the Atlanta
hippies?” Half of the fifty-six statements were worded positively
and the other half were worded negatively. They were distributed
evenly throughout the questionnaire and were subdivided into the speci¬
fic areas. The breakdown was jas follows:
1. Regarding the respondent's relationship with hippies:
Positive: Number 19, k2, k(>, $0 and 60
Negative: Number 26 and 55
2. Regarding the visible actions of hippies;
Positive: Number 56 and 2?
Negative: Number 20, 29 and 38
3. Regarding the hippies' personality:
Positive: Number 21, 33, 3U, 39, 5l, 52, 58 and 6l
Negative: Number 28, Ul, U3, U7, U8, 53 and 57
U. Regarding the physical identification of hippies:
Positive: Number 65
Negative: Number 22, 35, liO and 63
5. Regarding the intelligence of hippies:




6. Regarding the hippies' contribution to Atlanta:
Positive; Number UU, h9 and
Negative: Number 6U
7. Regarding the presence of hippies in Atlanta:
Positive; Number 2U
Negative: Niimber 32, 37, U5, 59 and 68
8. Regarding The Great Speckled Bird:
Positive: None
Negative: Number 25 and 66.
It was not only the item-by-item analysis of attitudes of the
Atlanta residents which was of interest, but also the tendency of
certain groups to respond generally favorably or unfavorably toward
the hippies. This was brought into light with facts such as the geo¬
graphical location of respondents, their level of income, their edu¬
cational level, occupation and the other variables mentioned under the
sub-problems in a preceding section.
The appropriate statistical tests associated with each hsrpo-
thesis were listed at the end of the hypotheses section. Before these
tests were made, however, it was imperative that the dependent vari¬
able, the attitude scale, was of ordinal measurement. This meant that
an item analysis had to be run to assure internal consistency. After
the fifty-six statements in the questionnaire had been scored and an
individual attitude score had been obtained for each respondent, the
researcher began the item analysis.
The individual attitude scores were ranked from high to low
by placing the highest scores at the top of a stack and the lowest at
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the bottom. The top 10 percent of the scores were then taken out of
the large stack and put in a stack by themselves. The same was done
for the bottcm 10 percent. Thus, two sub-sets were created. These
two sub-sets were used to select both the statements which remained
as a part of the scale, and the statements which were discarded.
For each of the two sub-sets, the average response to each
I
item was determined. This meant that there were fifty-six average
responses for the high sub-set and fifty-six for the low. It was
then possible to select the best statements frcrni the fifty-six in
the questionnaire. The statements that were selected were those
that were the most effective in discriminating between respondents
with high scores and respondents with low scores. Two criteria were
used for this selection.
The first criterion was that the difference between the average
response of the high and low groups to a given statement should be at
a maximum. The subtraction was done and a ranked list was made of
the difference. The other criterion was that the differences in
responses to a given statement should be at a minimum among those
subjects making the highest total scores, and the difference in responses
to a given statement should also be at a minimum among those subjects
making the lowest total scores. This criterion had already been satis¬
fied because the first procedure had been done carefully.
After completing the item analysis, the scale contained twenty
statements out of the original fifty-six in the questionnaire. The
others were discarded and the selected twenty were scored again so
that each respondent had a new total attitude score. The scale
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resulted in items with internal consistency. According to the
Likert scaling technique, the scores on the questionnaire ranged
from 20 (the most unfavorable attitude score) to 100 (the most favor¬
able attitude score).
With these new scores, the statistical tests were made. As
can be seen in the hypotheses section, four different types of analyses
were computed. These four methods of testing the hypotheses and the
variables tested under each method are as followst
1, Analysis of Variance between:
(a) Attitude score and the section of the city wherein the
respondent lives.
(b) Attitude score and marital status.
(c) Attitude score and religious affiliation.
(d) Attitude score and the section of the city wherein the
respondent works or goes to school.
(e) Attitude score and the way the respondent first learned
about the hippies.
(f) Attitude score and the respondent's occupation (as
defined by Warner ),
2. Students' T-Test between:
(a) Attitude score and sex.
(b) Attitude score and ixrban or rural upbringing.
(c) Attitude score and owning or renting the respondent's
place of residence.
30^. Lloyd Warner, Social Class in America (New York: Harper
and Row, i960), pp, 132-33.
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3« Correlation Analysis between:
(a) Attitude score and age.
(b) Attitude score and the size of the respondent’s family.
(c) Attitude score and the respondent's family income.
Multi-Serial Correlation between:
(a) Attitude score and the length of time the respondent has
lived in Atlanta.
(b) Attitude score and the length of time the respondent has
lived in his present community.
(c) Attitude score and the number of families that live in
the respondent's building.
(d) Attitude score and the highest grade of school the respon¬
dent' has completed.
(e) Attitude score and the father's last grade of school
completed.
(f) Attitude score and the mother's last grade of school
completed.
(g) Attitude score and the occupation of the head of the
household.
(h) Attitude score and the respondent's occupation.
The classification of occupations used was prepared by Alba
Edwards for the United States Bureau of the Census and was found in
31
Warner. Edwards defined eleven occupational groups. Seven Of
the categories were used; housewives and students as categories were
3^-Ibid., p. 131
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added. The seven that Edwards defined are as follows:
1. Professional and Semi-Professional Workers
2. Proprietors, Manager and Officials, except Farm
3. Clerical, Sales and Kindred Workers
Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred Workers
Operatives and Kindred Workers
6, Laborers, except Farm
7. Protective Service Workers.
The occupations for both the respondent and the head of the household
were coded in the order listed, with the addition of (8) housewives
and (9) students.
An attempt was made to keep the remaining variables in the
simplest form possible. Age categories dealt simply with a spread
of five years. They started with "age 16" and ended with the cate¬
gory of "61 and above." There were nine income categories beginning
with $1,000 and ending with the category, "$2^,000 and above," These
variables were not grouped for the testing of the h3rpotheses, but some
were collapsed for the tables. Three groups were constructed for the
family income variable: Lower Income, $l,000-$3,999; Middle Income,
$U,000-$12,999> and Upper Income, $13,000 and above. Education was
collapsed into four groups: 1-11 years; high school; 1-3 years of col¬
lege; and above.
The first set of tables were set up for the description of the
sample only. The second set cranpare the groups in each variable with
the five attitudinal ranges.
Attitude scores could range from 20 (most unfavorable) to 100
(most unfavorable) to 100 (most favorable). This continuum was split
3^Ibid., pp. 131-32.
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into fifths. A score ranging frcwi 20 to 35 was "very unfavorable,"
from 36 to 51, "unfavorable," from 52 to 67, "neutral," from 68 to
83, "favorable," and frcan 8U to 100 "very favorable."
In summary, the study was set up to follow Likert specifications.
The questionnaire was administered according to geographical locations
and, after the first total score was computed, an item analysis was
run to choose the statements which best measured the attitudes toward
the Atlanta hippies. The questionnaire (see Appendix) indicates
those statements which were selected for use. Four different types
of statistical tests were then run to either accept or reject the
twenty hypotheses. The tests run for the appropriate hypotheses
were the analysis of variance, student's - T, correlation analysis
and the multi-serial analysis.
Limitations of the Study
Many possible roots of attitude fomation have been neglected.
The method used does not permit an investigation into depth factors
such as the role of economic and family security, personal frustra¬
tions and shocks in early life, or the projection of personal guilt
upon selected scapegoats. These factors and many similar to them
require other techniques of exploration.
In addition, there are a number of possible correlational studies
which have not been pursued. This investigation has not dealt with
the relation of attitude to college grades, social status, race, poli¬
tical or party affiliation, or domestic or foreign policy conservatism
or liberalism. Twenty other variables were studied, however, so it
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should be easier for fvirther researchers to delve into the questions
not covered here.
It might be said that another limitation is the ambiguity in
the meaning of the neutral response found in the center of the Likert
rating scale. It is felt, however, that the scoring technique ac¬
counts for the weighing of the "undecided” attitude even though it
does not explain or make clear how the respondent verges either
toward the favorable or unfavorable side.
Also, it was impossible to say that the respondent had his
particular attitude merely because he fell into a certain variable
group. It was difficult to assme "that either a common set of ex¬
periences and needs permeates all of these groups or, for that mat¬
ter, that personal influence is mediated ly a common set of psycho¬
logical factors in all the groups.The individual whose attitude
is studied is not left alone to manage his rationalizations as he
pleases, without interference from outside. "His valuations will,
instead, be questioned and disputed. Moral discussion goes on in all
groups from the intimate family circle to the international conference
table.
In this sense, cross pressures are operating upon members of
the various groups. Through the respondent's church, he might
develop one attitude toward the hippies and through his place of busi¬
ness he might develop another. The student's friends in school might
B. Smith, J. S. Bruner, and R. V. White, Opinions and
Personalities (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 19^6), p, 13,
^^Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 19UU), p.l028.
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have influenced him to create one attitude, yet his parents might
expect him to have an altogether different view. If the respondent
is from the highest income group, he might hold liberal attitudes
toward the hippies, yet if he is also a member of the Catholic Church,
he might be around people who would expect him to be more conservative.
The topic of the study alone limits the usefulness of generaliza¬
tion. Hippies are most likely different in all parts of the country
and attitudes of residents in any particular city are most likely
unique in one way or another. Most of the respondents probably had
their upbringing in the South, which also limits generalizations about
attitudes toward hippies in other sections of the country. Generali¬
zations might be valid for cities of corresponding size in the South¬
east.
Another limitation is the general term, "Atlanta hippies"; some
are undoubtedly in transit while others are in residence. For prac¬
ticality, no differentiation was attempted; it would have been impos¬
sible to ask respondents to separate the two.
Due to the scarcity of literature in the area of the attitudes
of Atlanta residents toward the Atlanta hippies, the investigation
proved to be somewhat exploratory in nature. As a result, a few ad¬
justments had to be made with the collected data. Answers to certain
statements in the questionnaire had to be collapsed for proper statis¬
tical entry. For example, if studies had been available which analysed
occupation in relation to attitude, it would have been knownhow to set
up the responses. As it turned out, this was one of the categories
which was collapsed. Other sections indicate where other post-data
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collecting innovations had to be made.
CHAPTER II
DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE
A total of 320 questionnaires was completed for this inqury on
the attitude of Atlanta residents toward the Atlanta hippies. On all
of the dichotomous variables and on most of the ordinal and interval
categories, a very even distribution was found. The sample was quite
adequately representative of all income levels, religions, occupations,
family sizes and educational levels. The reason the sample of 320
Atlanta residents is so representative is due to the sampling tech¬
nique, which avoided postal returns and which, by design, covered all
geographical areas of the metropolis.
The tables in this chapter, ntanbered 1 through 20, were set up
for the description of the sample. Tables in the following chapters
compare the groups in each variable with the five attitudinal ranges.
Table 1 indicates the percentage split of male and female respon¬
dents for the sample, which was almost perfect. Out of 320 respon¬
dents, 165 were male and 155 persons were female. This split was
also near perfect within each geographical section of the city.
The method of sampling called for 80 people from each of the
four major sections of Atlanta: Northwest, Northeast, Southwest and
Southeast. As Table 2 indicates, the largest split fell in the North¬
west section where there were 31 male respondents and U9 female respon¬











FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN
BY THE SECTION OF ATLANTA WHERE THE SUBJECTS LIVE
Section of City Number
Males Females
Total Percentage
Northwest 31 U9 80 25.00
Northeast U5 35 80 2^.00
Southwest liU 36 80 25.00
Southeast U5 35 80 25.00
Total 165 155 320 100.00
distribution by sex in that both sections were only five persons off
an even split. It can be easily seen^ however, that the sampling
method was closely followed in that one quarter of the 320 respondents
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fell into each section of the city.
Since age is used as an independent variable in the study, it
was necessary to form several age categories. Beginning with age
16, each category had a span of five years. For statistical mani¬
pulation, respondents who were over 56 years of age were placed in
the "56 years and above" category. Table 3 shows exactly how many
males and females fell in each age category and what percentage of
the sample fell in each category.
TABLE 3







16-20 years 33 38 71 22.19
21-30 years 39 h2 81 25.31
26-30 years 20 23 U3 13.UU
31-35 years 20 11 31 9.69
36-UO years 11 h 15 U.69
41-U5 years 13 15 28 8.75
U6-50 years 16 11 27 8.1iU
51-55 years 6 8 lU U.37
56 years and above 7 3 10 3.13
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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When the total number of individuals sampled was placed into
the nine age groups, it was found that U7»^0 percent, or 1$2 people,
was 25 years old or younger. The category marked "26-30 years"
represented 13*iiU percent of the total sample, and the number of respon¬
dents from 31 years and above was fairly evenly distributed among the
39*06 percent of the total sample that remained. The smallest age
group was "56 years and above" which only received 10 respondents.
More detailed results of this sampling can be found in Table 3* It
was not necessary to collapse any of these categories.
Marital status appeared to be another important perspective
from which to test attitudinal differences toward the Atlanta hippies.
Five marital status categories were used in the questionnaire; single,
married, separated, divorced and widowed. Over 90 percent of the
sample population fell within the first two groups, with exactly 50
percent married. The remainder, separated, divorced or widowed,
comprised 9 percent. As can be noted from Table U, the sexual break¬
down was quite even. There were lU more married males than married
females, but the sexual split for single respondents was even at 66
apiece; the difference within the other categories was quite small.
It was found that over 70 percent of the respondents had had a
riiral upbringing. This was a total of 230 people—127 were males
and 103 were females. There were more females than males who had had
an urban upbringing. Out of the 89 people with urban upbringings,
51 were females and 38 were males. Table 5 shows that respondents










Single 66 66 132 Ul.25
Married 87 73 160 50.00
Separated 3 h 7 2.19
Divorced 6 10 16 5.00
Widowed 3 2 5 1.56
Total 165 155 320 100.00
TABLE 5
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN






No Response - 1 1 0.31
Urban 38 51 89 27.81
Rural 127 103 230 71.88
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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Most of the people who filled out the questionnaire had lived
in Atlanta for over ten years. In fact, as Table 6 shows, there were
82 males and 82 females, for a total of 16U persons, who had lived
in the city for that length of time. This total was 51.25 percent
of the population. There were 93 residents who responded to the
”1-5 years” category. This was the second largest group and com¬
prised 29.06 percent of the sample. There were only 21 people who
had lived in the city for less than one year and only 12.81 percent
of the sample had lived in the city between six and ten years. In
that small 6.56 percent which had lived in Atlanta for less than one
year, there were twice as many males as there were females. The
sexual breakdown for the other three categories was again an almost
even split.
TABLE 6
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAK-






No Response - 1 1 0.31
Less than one year lU 7 21 6.56
1-5 years U8 U5 93 29.06
6-10 years 21 20 Ul 12.81
Over 10 years 82 82 161| 51.25
Total 165 155 320 100.00
Uo
As one looks at Table 7» which depicts the length of time the
subjects had lived in their present community, it might seem strange
that 81 people had lived in their community for less than one year,
when Table 6 indicated that only 21 people had lived in Atlanta for
less than one year; however, some of those people who had lived in
the city for over ten years might have moved to their present com¬
munity within the year the study was done, which would account for
the large increase.
TABLE 7
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAK¬






No Response 5 1 6 1.87
6 months or less 2k 21 U5 Hi .06
6 months-1 year 18 18 36 11.25
1-5 years 57 51 108 33.75
6-10 years 22 25 U7 IU.69
Over 10 years 39 39 78 2U.37
Total 165 155 320 100.00
Table 7 also shows that most of the sample had lived in its
community between one and five years. That category comprised 33*75
percent of the total number of people inteinriewed, The second
Ul
largest group, those persons living in their present coinmunit7 for
over ten years, conprised 78 people, or 2U*37 percent of the sample.
There were only 36 people who had lived in their present community
between six months and one year. This was the anallest group and
comprised 11.25 percent of the people.
There are two other interesting items to be found in Table 7.
The first is that 59*06 percent of the sample had lived in its present
community less than one year, thus indicating a very high mobility
rate. The other point of interest is that once again there was a
very even sexual breakdown within each of the five categories. In
the ”6 months-1 year” group and in the "over 10 years" group, the
ratio was perfect.
The samplings were also broken into two dichotomous home owner¬
ship categoriess rent or own. Table 8 shows that 5l*56 percent of
the sample owned their place of residence. This figure included 79
males and 86 females for a total of 165 people. There was 1.56 per¬
cent of the sample that, for unknown reasons, did not respond to the
question. There were 150 people who rented their place of residence;
in this category, there were 16 more males females who rented.
The investigation, since it was rather exploratory in nature,
was also concerned with whether or not the number of families living
in the same building as the respondent had any effect on his attitude
toward the Atlanta hippies. The sampling system did not determine
a certain number of apartment houses or complexes that were to be
approached but, due to the geographical breakdown of the city, if the
U2
TABLE 8






No Response 3 2 5 1.56
Own 79 86 165 51.56
Rent 83 67 150 U6.88
Total 165 155 320 100.00
house location fell within an apartment area, it had to be approached.
The central apartment was tried first; in most cases someone was at
home. If not, the next apartment on the left was tried, and then
the one on the right. In any case, as Table 9 indicates, there was
about 30 percent of the sample that had more than his own family
living in the same building.
There were 118 males and 107 females, or 70.31 percent, who
had only their own families living in the same building. The next
largest category, and a much smaller one, was the ’’more than four”
family group. This group comprised only 15.00 percent of the total
sample, and over 60 percent of the U8 people that fell into this group
was female. The ’’one or two” and the ’’three or four” family groups
were fairly even, comprising 6.56 and 7.50 percent, respectively.
Just how this variable effected attitudes toward the hippies is found
U3
TABLE 9
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN
BY THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES LIVING IN RESPCNDENT'S
BUILDING
Number of Families Number
Males Females
Total Percentage
No Response 2 - 2 0.62
His own 118 107 225 70.31
One or two 13 8 21 6.56
Three or four 13 11 21* 7.50
More than four 19 29 U8 15.00
Total 165 155 320 100.00
in the following chapter.
Another variable which was thought to prove interesting was the
number of people in the respondent's family. In Table 10, this vari¬
able was measured by the number of people living in the respondent's
home, inclusive of the respondent himself. In other words, if the
respondent were married, he would fall into the category of "two
people," which meant that there was one other person plus the respon¬
dent living there.
The "three people" and the "four people" categories each had
69 people, each comprising 21.56 percent of the total. Table 10
shows, however, that there were more males than females living with
three other people, but that there were more females than males living
Ui
TABLE 10
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN
BY THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN THE RESPONDENT'S FAMILY
(INCLUSIVE)
Nmber of People Number
Males Females
Total Percentage
Respondent only 29 27 56 17.50
Two people 28 3U 62 19.37
Three people 31 38 69 21.56
Four people Ul 28 69 21.56
Five people 25 11 36 11.25
Six people and more 11 17 28 8.75
Total 165 155 320 100.00
with two other people. Respoodents with only one other person, or
the "two people" group, were the next largest group, with 19»37 percent
of the sample. Respondent living alone took up 17«50 percent? "foiir
other people" comprised 11,25 percent. The smallest category, the
"six people and more" group, or the subject with five other people,
was only 8,75 of the total population sampled.
For the purpose of the study, nine income levels were used
without detracting from the specific income level to any great degree.
Unfortunately, 19.69 percent of the population did not respond to this
question for the obvious reasons that they either did not know what
their family income was or did not want to reveal it.
Almost UO percent of the sample had family incomes between
$7,000 and $lf,000. As can be seen in Table 11, 10 percent had in¬
comes from $16,000 to $18,999. Over half of the respondents in this
category were males, but that should not mislead one to think that
it was necessarily males who made this much money. The”$25,000 and
above” category had 8.UU percent of the respondents. There were
more females than males who said their family had this much income.
Almost 6 percent of the sample made between $1,000 and $U,000, while
8*75 percent made between $U,000 and $7,000. The smallest group,
however, was the"$22,000-$2U,999” group, which comprised 3*75 percent
of the population. This was followed by U.06 percent in the”$19,000-
$21,999” group but the largest category was"$10,000-$12,999” with 52
of the respondents, or 16.25 percent of the sample.
It has not been uncommon to find education as an independent
variable in the investigations of attitudes. This study was concerned
with the respondent’s and his parents’ education. The sampling pro¬
file is marked in Tables 12, 13 and lU. These three tables show that
there were many more respondents who had done college work than there
were parents who had achieved this educational level. Most of the
parents fell into the high school category.
Table 12 indicates that 28.13 percent of the respondents had
between one and three years of college training and an additional
18.75 percent had already received their degree. There were 21
respondents who had a graduate degree and about 76 percent of these
were males. Two respondents, both females, had achieved between one
U6
TABLE 11





Do not know or no response 29 3k 63 19.69
$l,000-$3,999 11 7 18 5.62
$U,000-$6,999 12 16 28 8.75
$7,000-$9,999 17 19 36 11.25
$10,000-$12,999 26 26 52 16.25
$13,000-$15,999 2h 15 39 12.19
$16,000-$18,999 22 10 32 10.00
$19,000-$21,999 8 5 13 U.o6
$22,000-$2li,999 6 6 12 3.75
$25,000 and above 10 17 27 8.UU
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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TABLE 12







No response 1 9m 1 0.31
1-6 years - 2 2 0.62
7-11 years 28 25 53 16.56
High school 37 U9 86 26.87
1-3 years college Ul U9 90 28.13
College degree 37 23 60 18.75
Some graduate work 5 2 7 2.19
Graduate degree 16 5 21 6.56
Total 165 155 320 100.00
and six years of educationj 16.56 percent of the sample fell in the
"7-11 years" category. Not far behind "1-3 years college," which was
the largest group, came 26.87 percent who had completed hi^ school.
There were more female than male respondents in this group. Ther«
were five male and two female respondents who had completed some
graduate work. This group comprised 2.19 percent of the sample.
The educational profile for the respondent's father is quite
different. Table 13 shows that, whereas 2.19 percent of the respon¬
dents had completed some graduate work, the fathers had completed none.
U8
TABLE 13
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAK¬





No response 29 23 52 16.25
1-6 years 7 k 11 3*UU
7-11 years 36 27 63 19.69
High School h9 53 102 31.87
1-3 years college 18 18 36 11.25
College degree 20 18 38 11.87
Some graduate work - - - -
Graduate degree 6 12 18 5.62
Total 165 155 320 100.00
Of all the fathers, 31•S? percent had high school as their highest
grade of school completed. Unfortunately, 16,25 percent of the sample
did not re^^ond to this question. It could be said that they did not
know what their fathers' highest level of school was. In the "1-6
years" category, there fell 3»hh percent of the sample and in the
"7-11 years" group, there was 19«69 percent. A total of 23*12 per¬
cent of the respondents had fathers who either had college degrees or
had some college education. Graduate degrees had been received by
5*62 percent of the fathers which is 1 percent less than the respon-
U9
dents who had degrees.
The questionnaire also asked that the respondent give his
mother's highest grade of school completed. In only one category,
as Table lli indicates, was there any real difference between the
mother's highest grade of school completed and the father's. There
were only five respondents who had mothers with graduate degrees,
whereas there were eighteen fathers with this advanced level of edu¬
cation. There was a slightly higher percentage of mothers who had
high school as their highest grade level completed but all the other
categories did not vary too much from the data shown in Table 13*
TABLE lit
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL






No response 25 26 51 15.9U
1-6 years 6 1 7 2.19
7-11 years 31 30 61 19.06
High school 75 51 126 39.37
1-3 years college 9 2h 33 10.31
College degree 18 19 37 11.56
Some graduate work - - - -
Graduate work 1 U 5 1.56
Total 165 155 320 100.00
Due to the volumes of research on religious affiliation as an
independent variable, it was easy to predict that the Catholics would
be the most prejudiced group against the hippies. It was hypothesied
that Protestants would be the next most prejudiced group and that Jews
would be the most favorable toward the Atlanta hippies. The results
of the analysis of variance test will be found in a later chapter.
It was found that 7U.69 percent of the sample was Protestant.
Catholics were the next largest group but, as Table l5 shows, this
group was much smaller and only ccmrprised 12.19 percent of the total.
The Jewish category was the smallest with only 3*13 percent, or ten
people. The "other" category comprised 8,12 percent of the total.
This group included agnostics and atheists.
TABLE 15
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAK¬




No response 3 3 6 1.87
Protestant 118 121 239 7U.69
Jewish h 6 10 3.13
Catholic 26 13 39 12.19
Other lU 12 26 8.12
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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Since 239 out of the 320 people in the sample identified
Protestantism as their religion, it was decided that, for the descrip¬
tion of the sample, it would be interesting to see the breakdown of
this group. Table 16 shows that 32.19 percent of the Protestants was
Baptist, 18.12 percent was Methodist, 3»hh percent was Lutheran, 1*50
percent was Episcopalian and 0.62 percent were Congregationalj 10.9U
percent of the Protestants was of some other denomination. As
Tables 15 and 16 indicate, there were many people who did not respond
to this question.
TABLE 16
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN




Not Protestant 31 23 5U 16.87
No response 30 19 U9 15.31
Baptist 5U U9 103 32.19
Methodist 25 33 58 18.12
Congregationalists - 2 2 0.62
Lutheran 2 9 11 3.UU
Episcopalian 6 2 8 2.50
Other 17 18 35 10.9U
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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In order to prepare for the multi-serial correlation that was
run to test the relationship between the occupation of the head of
the household and the respondent's attitude score, a count was made
to show how many heads of households held the occupational categories
used for the study. Table 17 indicates that the largest percentage
of the heads of households were "proprietors, managers and officials."
Almost 30 percent of the respondents identified this to be the case.
There were 63 respondents who said that the head of the house¬
hold fell into the "craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers" cate¬
gory. This was 19*69 percent of the sample. The next largest
group was "professional and semi-professional workers." Table 17
shows that there was 18*12 percent of the sample in this group.
"Clerical, sales and kindred workers" took up 5*9U percent, "pro¬
tective service workers" took up U.69 percent, and none of the other
groups was over 2 percent of the samplings, except for "housewives,"
which comprised U.O6 percent.
Of particular interest in the study was the relationship
between the respondent's occupation and his attitude toward the hip¬
pies. Table I8 gives the frequency-percentage distribution and sex¬
ual breakdown of these occupations. About 19 percent of the respon¬
dents were "proprietors, managers and officials," and two thirds of
these were men. The next largest group, "clerical, sales and kindred
workers," comprised mostly women. Out of the 16.88 percent who were
in this group, 39 were females. The third largest category was "pro¬
fessional and semi-professional workers," which held 27 males and 15
^3
TABLE 17
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTim FOR SUBJECTS BY OCCUPA¬




sional workers 58 18.12
Proprietors, Managers and
Officials 9h 29.37
Clerical, sales and Kindred
workers 19 5.9U
Craftsmen, Foremen and
Kindred workers 63 19.69
Operatives and Kindred Workers 6 1.87
Laborers U 1.25












No response 20 13 33 10.31
Professional and Semi-profes¬
sional Workers 27 15 U2 13.13
Proprietors, Managers and
Officials lo 21 61 19.06
Clerical, Sales and Kindred
workers 15 39 5U 16.88
Craftsmen, Foreman and Kindred
workers 30 11 U1 12.81
Operatives and Kindred Workers 5 1 6 1.88
Laborers - - - -
Protective Service Workers U 2 6 1.88
Housewives - - - -
Students 2h 17 Ul 12.81
Total 165 155 320 100.00
females. Since a large number of the sample population was relative¬
ly young, it was not surprising that 12.81 percent of the sample was
students. The same portion of the sample were •’craftsmen, foremen
and kindred workers.•* There were 36 housewives, and a small nvunber
of ’’operatives and kindred workers” and “protective service workers."
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The sexual breakdown for these categories can be seen in Table 18.
It was also interesting to see whether or not there was a
relationship between the respondent's attitude score and the section
of Atlanta where the respondent either woriced or went to school.
Table 19 shows that the largest percentage of the population either
worked or went to school in the Northeast section. There were 91
people who fell into this groupj 2$,9k percent of the respondents were
in the Southwest category. There were 11 males and U females who
said they worked in all sections of the city.
TABLE 19
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAK-
DCfWN BY SECTION OF ATLANTA '/filERE RESPONDENT WORKS





No response lU 13 27 8.U1*
Northwest 28 31 59 18.Ui
Northeast U2 U9 91 28.i4U
Southwest 50 33 83 25.9U
Southeast 20 25 U5 lU.06
All Sections 11 h 15 U.69
Total 165 155 320 100.00
The last variable investigated was how the respondent had first
learned about the hippies. The frequency-percentage distribution and
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sexual breakdown of this variable is found in Table 20. Almost I4O
percent of the sample responded to the first category, "T.V. or radio.”
More than half of these were women. The percentage of subjects who
responded "magazines or newspapers" was 23*75» In the "personal en¬
counter” categoiy, there were almost four times as many male respon¬
dents as there were females. A total of U3 people fell into this
group, which comprised 13*UU percent of the sample. A little over
U percent of the respondents learned about the hippies from "hearsay"
and 8.75 percent learned about them from "seeing them from a dis¬
tance.” The remainder of the sample either did not respond or
learned about the Atlanta hippies from some other source.
TABLE 20
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AND SEXUAL BREAKDOWN





No response 17 10 27 8.i|lt
T.V. or radio 57 70 127 39.69
Magazine or newspaper 36 liO 76 23.75
Personal encounter 3U 9 U3 13.Ut
Hearsay 5 9 Ih U.37
Seeing them frcan a distance 15 13 28 8.75
Other (movies, lectures, etc.) 1 li 5 1.56
Total 165 155 320 100.00
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The twenty tables and their explanations give the reader a
good idea of the different types of people who were interviewed.
There were 320 people in all; 165 were males and 155 were females.
They represented almost all religious groups and income levels.
There was a wide variety of educational backgrounds and occupations.
How these twenty variables affected the attitudes held by the respon¬
dents toward the Atlanta hippies will be discussed in the following
chapters.
CHAPTER III
ATTITUDES TOWARD ATLANTA HIPPIES BY SEX, AGE, MARITAL
STATUS, PLACE OF UPBRINGING, RELIGION AND HOW THE
RESPONDENT FIRST LEARNED ABOUT HIPPIES
The 320 questionnaires were graded, scored and tested against
the variables listed in the hypotheses section. The attitude scores
could range from 20 (unfavorable) to 100 (favorable). This range
was split into fifths as the remaining tables indicate.
Table 21 shows that the Atlanta residents' attitudes toward
the Atlanta hippies were normally distributed around the average
score, which was 60. Ihis happened to be the exact middle score
in the possible attitude range. One could say then that the average
Atlanta resident is "neutral" about how he feels toward the Atlanta
hippies. Table 21 also shows that 29.U percent of the total popula¬
tion had "favorable" attitudes toward the hippies, while only 9.0
percent had "very unfavorable" attitudes toward them.
It was hypothesized that male respondents would think less
favorably of the hippies than would the female respondents. For this
nominal-ordinal setting, the Student's T-Test was used. The results
are found in Table 22. The computed "T" value was -0.13, which,
being larger than the -l,6h$ necessary for rejection, meant that at
the .0^ level of significance for a one-tailed test, there was in fact
no significant difference in the mean attitude scores for males and













Very Favorable 81i-100 32 10.0
Favorable 68-83 9h 29.h
Neutral 52-67 85 26.6
Unfavorable 36-51 80 25.0



















Very Favorable 8U-100 lU 18 ii.U 5.6
Favorable 68-83 5U UO 16.9 12.5
Neutral 52-67 39 U6 12.2 lU.U
Unfavorable 36-51 U3 37 13.U 11.6
Very Unfavorable 20-35 15 Hi U.7 u.u











.05 Level of Significance; Not Significant
favorable than females had to be rejected and the null hypothesis
accepted.
It is noted in Table 22 that the percentage of responses was
fairly evenly distributed between the "favorable" and "unfavorable"
ranges. Less than one fifth of the population responded either
"very favorably" or "very unfavorably." The mean attitude scores
were 59.98 for males and 59.72 for females. Thus, sex was not a
predictive of attitudinal directionality
The Allport and Kramer study had given the researcher the
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feeling that men might be more prejudiced than women,but this did
not prove to be the case. Whereas seme males and females might be
more receptive to the life of the hippies, others might condone
hippies for their styles and be fearful of the hippie cultural influ¬
ence on society. When the Allport and Kramer study was made, many
blacks were entering into occupational competition with white males.
Today, because of the hippie philosophy of isolation from the main¬
stream of society, males and females feel little presence of compe¬
tition. Both sexes have felt the impact of change in mode of dress
influenced in part by the hippies, but this new freedom of expression
picked up by fashion designers has changed both male and female
dress relatively equally. It is argumentative that neither the male
nor female roles have been threatened by the hippies' presence. Any
influence that the hippies might have had on society has touched males
and females with equal force.
Was age related to the respondent's attitude toward the Atlanta
hippies? The hypothesis was that younger residents would have more
favorable attitudes toward the hippies than would older respondents.
This interval-ordinal combination meant that a correlation analysis
was in order. As seen in Table 23, the computed "r" was found to
be -0.U71* Rejection of the null l^othesis was possible. The
table value of "r" for a one-tailed test at the .0^ level of signifi¬
cance was -0.16U. The calculated value was then smaller and fell
in the region of rejection. The probability was less than 5 percent
^Allport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 31,
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TABIE 23























Very Favorable 8U-100 28 1 3 8.8 0.3 0.9
Favorable 68-83 79 11 k 2U.7 3.1i 1.3
Neutral 52-67 52 15 18 16.3 k.7 5.6
Unfavorable 36-51 32 32 16 10.0 10.0 5.0
Very Unfavorable 20-35 k 15 10 1.3 U.7 3.1
Total 195 72 51 60.9 23.1 15.9
Correlation Analysis: r » 0»h71
•05 Level of Significance: Significant
that this value occurred by chance.
In rejecting the null hypothesis, an inverse relationship was
found to exist between age and attitude toward the hippies. As the
respondent grew older his attitude grew less favorable. It was found
that younger respondents had more favorable attitudes toward the
hippies tJian did the older respondents. Even though Table 23 clearly
shows that almost 6l percent of the total population was between the
ages of 16 to 31 years of age, it also indicates that the attitudes
toward hippies became more "unfavorable** as age increased.
The computed results indicated that attitude increases in a
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negative correlation with agej the younger the respondent, the more
favorable the attitude. This directionality was predicted as a
result of the Moskos and Bell study.^^ Authoritarianism was not
found to be highly correlated with youth. The attitudes of younger
people are generally more flexible and therefore more receptive to
minority and deviant groups. Younger people are more liberal and
are still playing with life through adventure and conscious experi¬
mentation, while older people have solidified their ideas from
repeated experiences. Older people have possibly confronted many
of the experiences that hippies advocate and have previously formed
their opinions.
The fourth hypothesis was that there would be no difference in
attitude toward the hippies due to the marital status of the respon¬
dent. An analysis of variance was needed to test this hypothesis.
Table 2h gives the results. With a calculated "F” value of 1.789
and a table value where •’F” * 2.99, the hypothesis was tested at
the .0^ level of significance. The null l^othesis had to be ac¬
cepted.
There was no relationship found between the respondent's atti¬
tude toward the Atlanta hippies and his marital status. It was
interesting to note, however, that in Table 2h, 17.2 percent of the
sample was both married and had "unfavorable” attitudes.
Marital status was not a significant factor in predicting atti¬
tude toward the hippies. Even though, as Table 2k shows, single
36Moskos and Bell, op. cit., p. 69.
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TABLE 2U
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD








A B E A —B C D E
Very Favorable 8U-100 23 5 2 - 2 7.2 1.6 0.6 - 0.6
Favorable 68-83 52 36 1 5 1 16.3 11.3 0.3 1.6 0.3
Neutral 52-67 39 Ul 2 3 - 12.2 12.8 0.6 0.9 -
Unfavorable 36-51 17 55 2 h 1 5.3 17.2 0.6 1.3 0.3
Very Unfavorable 20-35 1 23 k 1 0.3 7.2 1.3 0.3












Analysis of Variance: F » 1.789
.05 Level of Significance: Not Significant
respondents had an average score of 60.197 as compared to 5l»750
for married respondents, there was no significant attitudinal differ¬
ence. Marriage is commonly associated with increased responsibility;
however, the amount of responsibility a person accepts for the actions
of society and deviant groups is not always a reflection of his mari¬
tal status. It is possible then that there are both married and
single people who would not be terribly offended or concerned with
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the hippies' actions.
In addition, many single people must shoulder the responsibility
of providing for themselves and cannot justify practicing facets of
the hippie culture in which they might otherwise indulge. There
might also be some people who find that providing for a family does
not come easily and while they might be envious of some facets of
hippie life, they feel the pressures of society and occupation and
must restrain.
The next variable in question was whether the respondent had
had a rural or urban upbringing. The hypothesis was that respondents
who had had a rural upbringing would think more favorably of the hip¬
pies than respondents who had had an urban upbringing. This was
tested with the Student's "T." Since a prediction was possible, a
one-tailed test was used. Table 25 shows that the computed "T”
turned out to be 3»93» The average attitude score for respondents
with urban upbringing was 53.5U as compared to an attitudinal aver¬
age of 62.22 for people with rural upbringing. The "T" value needed
for rejection of ttie null hypothesis was 1.6U5 at the .05 level of
significance. The null hypothesis was rejected. There was a sig¬
nificant difference in means and the probability was less than 5
percent that this difference occurred by either chance or sampling.
Respondents with rural upbringings did in fact have more favorable
attitudes toward the Atlant hippies than did people who had had an
urban upbringing. It can be noted in Table 25 that of all subjects
who had had rural upbringings, 23.8 percent of them had "favorable"
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TABLE 25
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD






Score Urban Rural Urban Rural
Very Favorable 8U-100 8 21: 2.5 7.5
Favorable 68—83 18 76 5.6 23.8
Neutral 52-67 21 6U 6.6 20.0
Unfavorable 36-51 21: 56 7.5 17.5
Very Unfavorable 20-35 18 10 5.6 3.1
Total 89 230 27.81 71.88
Mean: Urban 53 •SU
Rural 62.22
dfs 317
''T'«-Test: T - 3.93
.05 level of significance: One-Tailed Test, Significant
attitudes toward the Atlanta hippies.
The Fay and Middleton study stated that people with iniral up¬
bringings felt more favorably towards communism,which is character¬
ized by our society as deviant; mass media has inferred that the hip¬
pie movement has been influenced by communism. Another factor that
may bear on this correlation of variables is that people with rural
upbringings and hippies both desire the natural environment and the
freedom that is provided by large land areas. The hippies can envy
^^May and Middleton, op. cit., p. 103.
67
the man who makes his living off the land and some hippies even es¬
cape to rxiral areas to form isolated communes.
As hippie occupancy of rural areas is isolated, rural communi¬
ties do not feel the physical presence of the hippies as do the urban
areas where hippies and other deviant groups congregate on streets.
One would probably find that the hippies direct their main verbal
rejections toward the society characterized by urban man and rarely
voice opposition toward the life style of the rural folk. In general
the rural people have enjoyed a freer mode of dress and hair styles
than have the more conforming urban populations. Rural people are
not engulfed in rigid competition as are urban people and, therefore,
do not find the hippie movement directly changing their life style.
The fifteenth hypothesis stated that Catholic respondents
would think less favorably toward the hippies than would Protestants
and Jews. Protestants would think less favorably of hippies than
would Jews. Jews would think more favorably of the hippies than
would Catholics and Protestants. This nominal-ordinal setting called
for an analysis of variance. When the computed "F” of 7.373> shown
in Table 26, was tested at the .05 level of significance, it was found
to be greater than the table 2.60. The null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 26 shows the mean attitude score fqr Protestants was 57.1i|6 as
compared to 67.900 for Jews and 67.590 for Catholics. The mean atti¬
tude score for the 26 respondents who answered "other” on the question
naire was 69.000. Jews were then the second most favorable religious
group, as compared to those responding "other," and they were followed
by Catholics and Protestants, in that order. The predicted results
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TABLE 26
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD








- P 0 P —J c 0
Very Favorable 8U-100 18 - h 9 5.6 - 1.3 2.8
Favorable 68-83 59 8 22 5 18.U 2.5 6.9 1.6
Neutral 52-67 6h - 7 9 20.0 - 2.2 2.8
Unfavorable 36-51 75 - h 1 23.U mm 1.3 0.3
Very Unfavorable 20-35 23 2 2 2 7.2 0.6 0.6 0.6
Total 239 10 39 26 7U.69 3.13 12.19 8.12
Mean: Protestant 57.1ii6 P * Protestat
Jewish 67.9000 J » Jewish
Catholic 67.590 C * Catholic
Other 69.000 0 ■ Other
df: 313
Analysis of Variance: F - 7.383
.05 level of significance: Significant
results were not completely verified.
Table 26 indicates that in the Protestant group 23•k percent
of the total population had "unfavorable" attitudes, while in the
Jewish group 2,5 percent of the total population had "favorable"
attitudes, and in the Catholic group 6,9 percent of the population
had "favorable" attitudes toward the Atlanta hippies.
Religion had a strong theoretical base found in the Allport and
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Kramer study^® and the Spoerl study.Their study was based on
attitudes toward blacks, but was appropriate for prediction since
the hippies could be considered as a minority group. As did their
study, this researcher noted that Jews and persons lacking any reli¬
gious affiliation were markedly free from prejudice. This study and
the Allport and Kramer study were not in complete accord as to degrees
of prejudice of the noted religious groups, however. This research¬
er found Jews to be only slightly less prejudiced toward hippies than
were Catholics, and that Protestants had the most prejudiced score.
It seems likely that these differences in variation are not due to
religious affiliation directly. It may be that the Catholics and
Jews interviewed for this study were better educated than the Prot¬
estants in the Atlanta area. It may also be true that many of the
Protestant groups in this region receive stronger and more conservative
doctrines from their churches than is normal in a Protestant faith.
The Catholics and Jews in the South are minority groups, which might
explain their tolerance for the hippies. No test was run for the
denomination of Protestantism, however, the attitudinal comparisons
are found in Table 27.
It was hypothesized that there would be no difference in atti¬
tude toward the hippies due to how the respondent had first learned
about them. For this hypothesis, another analysis of variance was
used. It was interesting to note in Table 28 that respondents who
■^^Allport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 38.
^^Spoerl, op. cit., p. 71.
TABLE 27





Frequency Percentage of Total Population
A B c D E F A B C D E F
Very Favorable 8U-100 h 5 mm 1 2 7 1.3 1.6 - 0.3 0.6 2.2
Favorable 68-83 22 17 2 1 2 11 6.9 5.3 0.6 0.3 0.6 3.k
Neutral 52-67 30 12 - 5 k 6 9.h 3.8 - 1.6 1.3 1.9
Unfavorable 36-51 3k 22 mm 3 - 7 10.6 6.9 - 0.9 2.2
Very Unfavorable 20-35 13 2 1 1 h h.l 0.6 mm 0.3 1.3








FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD HIPPIES BY HOW





Frequency Percentage of TotalPopulation
A B C D E A B C D E
Very Favorable 8U-100 8 7 9 2 3 2.5 2.2 2.8 0.6 0.9
Favorable 68-83 38 2h 17 1 9 11.9 7.5 5.3 0.3 2.8
Neutral 52-67 31 25 7 7 8 0.7 7.8 2.2 2.2 2.5
Unfavorable 36-51 37 15 7 U 5 11.6 ii.7 2.2 1.3 1.6
Very Unfavorable 20-35 13 5 3 3 U.l 1.6 0.9 0.9
127 76 U3 lU 28 39.69 23.75 13.U* U.37 8.75
Means A “ Television or radio 57*819
B » Magazines or newspapers 62.000
C ■ Personal encounter 66,651
D « Hearsay 62,ii29
E “ Seeing them from a distance 58.679
dfz 287
Analysis of variances F ■ 2,27
,05 level of significance; Not Significant
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had first learned about hippies thro\igh "personal encounter" had an
average attitude score of 66,65lj however, it was not significantly
different from the other category averages. When the hypothesis was
tested at the *05 level of significance, it was found that the table
value for "F" was 2.37» The computed "F" value was too small and
the null hypothesis was accepted.
Breaking through the barrier of visible identification and
getting to the heart and mind of the individual seems to be as good
a means as any to begin lowering prejudicial opinions and reflections
Maybe if this method were practised more, groups of people would not
be set aside from society as they are now, and possibly society would
learn from the subcultures and adapt some of the positive aspects to
meet their own needs. Maybe there would be less differential and un
equal treatment of these groups and they would cease to view them¬
selves as objects of discrimination and could be credited by society
for their positive influences and contributions.
CHAPTER IV
ATTITUDES TOWARD ATLANTA HIPPIES BY SECTION OF THE CITY,
LENGTH OF TIME LIVED IN ATLANTA, HOME OWNERSHIP AND
NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN FAMILY AND BUILDING
It was hypothesized first that there would be no difference in
attitude toward the hippies due to the sector of Atlanta where the
respondent lived. An analysis of variance was run on this hypothesis.
Table 29 shows that the canputed "F" was 1.731* This being smaller
than the 2.60 necessary for rejection, the null hypothesis was ac¬
cepted at the .0^ level of significance. There was no relationship
found between the respondent’s attitude score and the sector of
Atlanta where he lived.
Of the subjects who lived in the Northwest section of Atlanta,
9«1 percent of the total population had "favorable” attitudes. The
largest group in the Northeast fell in the ”unfavorable" categoiy,
as did the largest percentage from the Southwest. Table 29 also shows
that the largest portion of the subjects from the Southeast had "neu¬
tral" attitudes toward the hippies.
Lack of relationship on this variable could be explained in
part because the hippies primarily congregate in large numbers around
the Tenth-Fovirteenth Streets area of Atlanta and nearby Piedmont
Park. Since there is not an overwhelming abundance of hwnes oi*
apartments in this area, most Atlanta residents only see the hippies
from their cars. The hippies are by no means an immobilized group.
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TABIE 29
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD









NW NE SW SE ^^W NE SW SE
Very Favorable 81i-100 9 10 7 6 2.8 3.1 2.2 1.9
Favorable 68-83 29 22 21 22 9.1 6.9 6.6 6.9
Neutral 52-67 21 18 19 27 6.6 5.6 5.9 8.U
Unfavorable 36-51 lU 25 22 19 U.li 7.8 6.9 5.9
Very Unfavorable 20-35 7 5 11 6 2.2 1.6 3.U 1.9
Total 80 80 80 80 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Mean: 63.0 60.9 57.0 58.U
dft 319
Analysis of variance: F ■ 1.731
.05 level of significance: Not significant
however, so they are not really foreign to any sector of the city.
For these reasons and due to the fact that the mass media reach just
about everyone, there is reasonable explanation why residents from
one sector of Atlanta would not be more prejudiced than residents
from any other.
It was hypothesized that there would be no difference in atti¬
tude toward the hippies due to the length of time the respondent had
lived in Atlanta. The results are found in Table 30. This ordinal-
ordinal setting called for a multi-serial correlation. The test of
TABLE 30
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD HIPPIES BY
LENGTH OF TIME LIVED IN ATLANTA


























Very Favorable 8lt-100 - 12 3 17 - 3.8 0.9 5.3
Favorable 58-83 7 28 17 Ul 2.2 8.8 5.3 12.8
Neutral 52-67 6 31 7 hi 1.9 9.7 2.2 12.8
Unfavorable 36-51 5 18 10 hi 1.6 5.6 3.1 IU.7
Very Unfavorable 20-35 3 U h 18 0.9 1.3 1.3 5.6
Total 21 93 kl 16U 6.56 29.06 12.81 51.25
Meant Less than one year 5U»67
1-5 years 63*68
6-10 years 60.5l
Over 10 years 58.09
Multi-Serial Correlation: r ■ .09 M ■ *10
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significance of "M" was a special case of Pearson's "r." It was
special in two respects: (1) it required that the ordinally scaled
variable "length of time in Atlanta" be transformed into a normal
distribution form and (2) that the final coefficient of correlation
had to be corrected for the broad categories for classification in¬
herent in this ordinal variable. The transformation had no effect
on the calculation of "r" or on its significance; it demanded only
that the final coefficient be interpreted in a language filled with
"ifs." This explanation of "M" is applicable each time the multi¬
serial correlation appears as the appropriate statistical test for seme
of the remaining hypotheses.
Insofar as this hypothesis is concerned, "M" was calculated to
be *10, as seen in Table 30. This is the amount of correlation one
should expect to observe if one were able to measure "length of time
lived in Atlanta" on an interval level, and assuming a normal distri¬
bution on this variable. By formula, this "M" is really Pearson's
"r." In order to test the sixth hypothesis, the "M" of .10 had to
be uncorrected into "r." The uncorrected "r" came to .09. The
table value of "r" needed for rejection of the null hypothesis was
.195 for a two-tailed test at the .05 level of significance. It
was found that the uncorrected .09 fell within the zone of acceptance.
There was in fact no significant difference in attitude toward the
hippies due to the length of time the respondent had lived in Atlanta.
There was almost no relationship between attitudinal score and the
"length of time lived in Atlanta."
It can be noted in Table 30 that the group that had lived in
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Atlanta between one and five years responded the most favorably.
The mean response score for this group was 63.68 as compared to ^U.67
for subjects who had been in Atlanta for less than one year. It is
also interesting that the largest percent of people who had in Atlanta
for over ten years fell into the "unfavorable” response category.
The respondents who had lived in the city for a short time
prior to this study were probably aware of the hippie movement.
Respondents who had lived in Atlanta most of their lives had probably
seen the development of other deviant groups and were accustomed to
their affecting the Atlanta society. It was quite possible that no
respondent found the hippie movement a new or radically different
phenomenon. The length of time the respondent had lived in Atlanta
made no significant difference in his attitude. Probably for similar
reasons, the length of time the respondent had lived in his present
community made no difference in his attitude toward the Atlanta
hippies.
The seventh hypothesis also called for a multi-serial correla¬
tion. The hypothesis read: "There will be no difference in attitude
toward the hippies due to the length of time the respondent has lived
in his present community." Table 31 shows that the computed "M”
here was .17j not much greater than the last. Ihe "M" of .17 meant
that this is the amount of correlation one should expect to observe
if one were able to measure "length of time the respondent has lived
in his present community" on an interval level, and if it were really
normally distributed. The "r" was calculated to be .1598 as seen in
TABLE 31
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD HIPPIES BY





Frequency Percentage of Total Population
Six Six One
Months Months to

















Very Favorable 8U-100 7 5 8 7 5 2.2 1.6 2.5 2.2 1.6
Favorable 68-83 Ih 13 3U 9 22 li.l 10.6 2.8 6.9
Neutral 52-67 12 12 31 13 16 3.8 3.8 9.7 U.l 5.0
Unfavorable 36-51 9 h 26 18 22 2.8 1.3 8.1 5.6 6.9
Very Unfavorable 20-35 3 2 9 2 13 0.9 0.6 2.8 0.6 U.l
Total U5 36 108 U7 78 IU.06 11.25 33.75 lU.69 2U.37
Mean: Six months or less 62,78
Six months to one year 6$,h7
One to five years 59.8^
Six to ten years 59.21
Over ten years 55.71*
Multi-Serial Correlation* r 1598 M - .17
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Table 31. The table value of "r” needed for rejection of the null
hypothesis was again #195 for a two-tailed test. Thus, at a .05
significance level, the null l^othesis was accepted. There was
almost no relationship between attitudinal score and the "length of
time lived in present community." Table 31 shows that the most favor¬
able mean was 65.U7 for the group that had lived in their present
community between six months and one year. Table 31 also shows that
the highest percentage of this group responded in the "favorable"
attitude category.
The next hypothesis was that there would be no difference in
attitude toward the hippies due to whether the respondent owned or
rented the place where he lived. The independent variable was
dichotomous and nominal, so the Student's T-test was used. Table 32
shows that the calculated "t" was li.lO. The average attitude score
for respondents who owned the place there they lived was 55.96 as com¬
pared to an attitudinal average of 6ii,l2 for people who rented. The
"t" value needed for rejection of the null hypothesis was 1.96 at the
.05 significance level for a two-tailed test. The null hypothesis
was rejected. It was found that respondents who rented the place
where they lived had more favorable attitudes toward the Atlanta hip¬
pies than had people who owned. It can be seen in Table 32 that
the largest percentage of the people who owned their hone responded
in the "unfavorable" category. The largest percentage of those who
were renting responded "favorably."
Tenants have less responsibility than home owners who are con¬
cerned with land taxes and property upkeep. The landlord shoulders
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TABLE 32
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
HIPPIES BY HOME OWNERSHIP
Total Percentage of Total
Attitude Attitude frequency Population
Score Own Rent Own Rent
Very Favorable> 8U-100 12 20 3.8 6.3
Favorable 68-83 39 55 12.2 17.2
Neutral 52-67 U6 39 lU.li 12.2
Unfavorable 36-51 5U 26 16.9 8.1
Very Unfavorable 20-35 19 10 5.9 3.1




T-Test: T = Ji.lO
.05 level of significance: Significant
these responsibilities, allowing those who rent more time for their
interests and experimentation in many facets of the hippie life.
It could also be that many of those who rent are younger and freer
to move around, as family size may be smaller and they do not have
the restrictions associated with property ownership.
It was hypothesized that there would be no difference in atti¬
tude toward the hippies due to the number of people in the respondent's
family. A correlation analysis was appropriate for this interval-
ordinal setting. As can be seen in Table 33, the cranputed "r” came
TABLE 33
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD HIPPIES BY





Frequency Percentage of Total Population
1 ii 6+ 3 6+
Very Favorable 8U-100 11 u 6 6 3 2 3.U 1.3 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.6
Favorable 68-83 18 15 Ik 23 13 11 5.6 U.7 u.u 7.2 U.l 3.U
Neutral 52-67 15 23 2h 12 8 3 U.7 7.2 7.5 3.8 2.5 0.9
Unfavorable 36-51 9 12 19 21 10 9 2.8 3.8 5.9 6.6 3.1 2.8
Very Unfavorable 3 8 6 7 2 3 0.9 2.5 1.9 2.2 0.6 0.9
Total 56 62 69 69 36 28 17.5 19.37 21.56 21.56 11.25 8.75
Correlation Analysis; r ■ 0*071
.05 level of significance; Not significant
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to 0.071. For a two-tailed test at the *05 level of significance,
the table value needed for rejection was •195» The calculated "r”
was smaller than this, so the null hypothesis was accepted. There
was no significant difference found in attitudes toward the hippies
due to the number of people in the respondent's family.
The percentages found in Table 33 indicate how evenly split
the responses were. Even though more subjects responded "favorably,"
there was no significant difference. In a family unit there may be
need for the creation of flexible attitudes toward deviant behavior
on the part of a family memberj however, this tolerance can be needed
and created in the smallest of families. Therefore, the flexibility
required of one's attitude is not dependent on family size. Regard¬
less of the size of his family, a respondent's attitude toward the
hippies can vary.
The ninth hypothesis was that there would be no difference in
attitude toward the hippies due to the number of families that lived
in the same building as the respondent. This being an ordinal-ordinal
combination, a multi-serial correlation was necessary. Table 3k shows
that the computed "M" was ,30 and when this was uncorrected for pur¬
poses of testing, the "r" came to ,2370. The table value of "r"
needed for rejection of the null hypothesis at the .0^ level of sig¬
nificance was .195 for a two-tailed test. The computed "r" fell into
the zone of rejection. There was a positive correlation between atti¬
tude score and the number of families living in the same building as
the respondent. As the number of families increased, so did the
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TABLE 3U
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD








Score A B C D A B C D
Very Favorable 8I1-IOO 18 3 2 9 5.6 0.9 0.6 2.8
Favorable 68-83 60 7 8 19 18.8 2.2 2.5 5.9
Neutral 52-67 61 8 7 9 19.1 2.5 2.2 2.8
Unfavorable 36-51 63 2 6 9 19.7 0.6 1.9 2.8
Very Unfavorable ^ 20-35 23 1 1 2 7.2 0.3 0.3 0.6
Total 225 21 2h U8 70.31 6.56 7.50 15.0
Mean; His own 57»3li
1 or 2 66.38
3 or li 61,U2
More than U 68.27
Multi-Serial Correlation: r ■ .2370 M ■ .30
favorableness of the respondent's attitude toward the Atlanta hippies.
The rejection of the null hypothesis in this case made it pos¬
sible to find the coefficients of determination and nondetermination.
When r was calculated to be .0^62, this meant that almost 6 percent
of the variation in the attitude score could have been explained by
the function of "number of families living in the same building as
the respondent," if the other variables had been held constant.
The coefficient of nondetermination was .9U38, which meant that over
8U
9U percent of the variation could not be explained as a function of
this independent variable.
In the distribution of attitude scores found in Table it
can be seen that respondents who had more than four families living
in their building have attitudes skewed toward "favorableness.*' The
proportion of attitude scores in these categories is considerably
greater than in any other. The mean attitude score for the "more
than four" group was 68.27 which is almost eleven points higher than
the 57.3k attitude score average for respondents who just had their
own family in their building.
It was relatively easy to see why respondents who had large
numbers of other families living in their building had more favorable
attitudes. Generally, a person in a multi-family dwelling would
have to have fairly tolerant attitudes to facilitate his adjustment
to such a living environment. In this situation, there is a better
chance for exchange of opinions and a greater opportunity for people
of all ages and beliefs to cone in contact.
The eighteenth hypothesis was that there would be no difference
in attitude toward the hippies due to the section of Atlanta where
the respondent worked or went to school. This nominal-ordinal
combination made an analysis of variance by the appropriate test.
The results are in Table 35. The computed "F" came to 2.1^7 and
when this was tested at the .05 level of significance, it was found
to be smaller than the 2.60 needed for rejection. The null hypo¬
thesis was accepted and it was concluded that there was in fact no
TABLE 35
FREQUEKCI-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD HIPPIES BY SECTION





Frequency Percentage: of Total Population
NW NE SW SE
All
Sections NW NE SW SE
All
Sections
Very Favorable 814-100 9 9 9 3 1 2.8 2.8 2.8 0.9 0.3
Favorable 68-83 7 25 37 12 6 2.2 7.8 11.6 3.9 1.9
Neutral 52-67 19 20 21 11 3 5.9 6.3 6.6 3.14 0.9
Unfavorable 36-51 19 29 8 16 2 5.9 9.0 2.5 5.0 0.6
Very Unfavorable 20-35 5 8 8 3 3 1.6 2.5 2.5 0.9 0.9






Analysis of Variance; F ■ 2*114.7
,05 level of significance: Not significant
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significant difference in attitude toward the Atlanta hippies due to
where the respondent worked or went to school.
The group that worked or went to school in the Southwest sec¬
tion of Atlanta had a mean attitude score of 6U.181. The other
means as seen in Table 35 were all around 57 or 59• The group that
worked or went to school in the Southeast section of Atlanta had the
lowest average attitude score. This section also had the lowest per¬
centage of respondents scoring in the extremes of the attitude ranges.
Only 0.9 percent of the sample scored in the "very favorable" cate¬
gory and an additional 0.9 percent in the "very unfavorable" category.
Despite this distribution, there had been no reason to predict that
the results would show anything other than nonsignificant differences.
CHAPTER V
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE ATLANTA HIPPIES BY EDUCATICH, OCCU¬
PATION AND FAMILY INCOME
It was hypothesized that respondents with higher education
would have more favorable attitudes toward the Atlanta hippies than
would respondents with only elementary or high school education*
In using the multi-serial correlation, the canputed '*M” came to .27
as can be seen in Table 36. This meant that this is the correlation
one should expect to observe if one were able to measure the amount
of education the respondent had had on an interval scale and assuming
a normal distribution.
Uncorrecting this *27 for statistical purposes, the researcher
calculated an “r" of *2511. This also is found in Table 36. The
table value of "r” needed for rejection of the null hypothesis was
.I6U for a one-tailed test at the *0^ level of significance. The
calculated value of "r" was not only significant at this level, but
also at the .01 level of significance. The null hypothesis was re¬
jected and the coefficients of determination and nondetermination
were found. Over 6 percent (or a coefficient of determination of
.0631) of the variation in the attitude score could have been ex¬
plained as a function of education, if the other variables had been
held constant. As the amount of the respondent's education increased,









Frequency Percentage of TotalPopulation
Attitude tude
Score A+B C E F+G+H A+B C E F+G+H
Very Favorable 8U-100 - 11 Hi 7 - 3.U U.U 2.2
Favorable 68-83 20 12 28 3U 6.3 3.8 8.8 10.6
Neutral 52-67 11 19 28 26 3.ii 5.9 8.8 8.1
Unfavorable 36-51 19 32 12 17 5.9 10.0 3.8 5.3
Very Unfavorable 20-35 5 12 8 li 1.6 3.8 2.5 1.3
Total 55 86 90 88 17.18 26.87 28.13 27.5
Mean: A = 1-6 years h2,^0
B *» 7-11 years 55.83
C « High School 5U.69
E * 1-3 years college 63.59
F = U years college 63.05
G “ Some graduate work 71.29
H * Graduate Degree 63.76
Multi-Serial Correlation: r * .2511 M » *27
This relationship can be seen in Table 36, where there is
almost a 10 point difference in attitude score between elementary
school or high school and college. Of those who had a high school
diploma, most had "unfavorable" attitudes toward the hippies. Of
those who had either just a college degree or a college degree and
graduate work, most had a "favorable" score.
When a multi-serial correlation was run on the respondent's
father's education, the same direction was found (see Table 37).
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TABLE 37
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TOWARD





Frequency Percentage of Total
Population
Score A* B* C* D* A* B* D*
Very Favorable 81;-100 5 10 3 10 1.6 3.1 0.9 3.1
Favorable 68-83 16 32 18 22 5.0 10.0 5.6 6.9
Neutral 52-67 18 27 11 12 5.6 8,h 3.U 3.8
Unfavorable 36-51 25 2h 3 11 7.8 7.5 0.9 3.U
Veiy Unfavorable 20-35 10 9 1 1 3.1 2.8 0.3 0.3
Total 7U 102 36 56 23.13 31.87 11.25 17.19
Mean: 1-6 years 52.6U A = 1-11 years
7-11 years 55.33 B » High school
High School 61.1^2 C • 1-3 years college
1«3 years college 66.58 D = Degree and above
years college 65.63
Graduate degree 68.50
Multi-Serial Correlation: r « .2U96 M - .26
The hs^pothesis was that respondents whose fathers have higher
education would have more favorable attitudes toward the hippies than
would respondents whose fathers had had only elementary or high
school education. The computed "M" was .26 and the uncorrected "i*"
came to .2U96. The table value of "r" needed for rejection of the
null hypothesis was ,16U for a one-tailed test at the .05 level of
significance. The null hypothesis could once again be rejected at
both this level and at the .01 level of significance, which required
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a table ralue of .230, The coefficient of detemination was ,0623.
This meant that over 6 percent of the variation in the attitude
score could have been e:qplained as a function of the father's educa¬
tion if all of the variables had been held constant. The respon¬
dent's attitude toward the Atlanta hippies increased as a function
of the educational levelof the respondent's father. This can be
seen in Table 37. The mean attitude scores increase with every
increment in education except for "U years college" which is fairly
stable. Whereas the highest percentage of fathers who had between
"1 and 11 years" of education fell into the "unfavorable" attitude
category, the highest percentages in the remaining educational groups
fell in the "favorable" attitude range.
The same result was found for the educational levelof the
respondent's mother, as can be seen in Table 38. The relationship
here was even higher. When the multi-serial correlation was run
for this fourteenth hypothesis, the calculated "M" was ,53 and the
uncorrected "r" was .i^i^52. The table value of "r" needed for re-
jecticwi of the null hypothesis was .l61i for a one-tailed test at the
,05 level of significance. Rejection was again possible at even
the ,01 level of significance. The coefficient of determination was
.1982, which meant that almost 20 percent of the variation in atti¬
tude score could have been explained as a function of the educational
level of the respondent's mother had all of the variables been held
constant.
Table 38 shows that the mean attitude score for mothers who
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TABLE 38
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUHON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD









A* B* C* D* A* B* C* D*
Very Favorable 8U-100 2 8 11 7 0.6 2.5 3.U 2.2
Favorable 68-83 17 U3 13 15 5.3 13 .U U.l U.7
Neutral 52-67 16 33 5 15 5.0 10.3 1.6 U.7
Unfavorable 36-51 22 35 1 U 6.9 10.9 0.6 1.3
Very Unfavorable 11 7 2 1 3.U 2.2 0.6 0.3
Total 68 126 33 h2 21.25 39.37 10.31 13.12
Mean: 1-6 years A * 1-11 years
7-11 years B ■ High school
High school C ■ 1-3 years college
1-3 years college D * Degree and above
U years college
Graduate degree
Multi-Serial Correlation: r » *hh^2 M • .53
had between "1 and 11 years" of education was 38.29 as compared to
83.60 for mothers who had a graduate degree. This latter mean almost
fell into the "very favorable" attitude range.
The results on the educational variables had a relatively strong
Uo
theoretical basis. The Malherbe study from South Africa, the
Allport study^^ and the Allport and Kramer study^^ had all predicted
^^Malherbe, op. cit., p. 27.
^^Allport, op. cit., p. 79.
^^Allport and Kramer, op. cit., p. 31.
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a positive relationship between education and favorable attitude.
All studies showed that more highly educated people are more tolerant
than the less educated. Perhaps this is because higher education
lessens feelings of insecurity and anxietyj or possibly it enables
the individual to see the social scene as a whole and to comprehend
that the welfare of one group is linked to the welfare of all groups.
It is generally true that the higher the educational level, the more
likely the person will weight all sides in the information-gathering
process before forming an opinion. He is less likely to react to
such groups with highly emotional uninformed attitudes.
The sixteenth hypothesis was that there would be no difference
in attitude toward the hippies due to the respondent's occupation.
A multi-serial correlation found the "M" to be .15 and the uncorrected
"r" to be .UilO. These figures are found in Table 39» The table
value of ’’r” needed for rejection of the null hypothesis was .195 for
a two-tailed test at the .05 level of significance. It was found
that the uncorrected .llilO fell within the .zone of acceptance.
There was in fact no significant difference in attitude toward the
hippies due to the respondent's occupation. In fact, there was no
relationship.
The lowest mean attitude scor«, as seen in Table 39, was 56.61
for "craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers." The highest mean atti¬
tude score was 67.68 for students, but even this fell short of the
"favorable" attitude range. As the remainder of the figures from
this table indicate, however, there really was no significant differ¬
ence in the favorableness or unfavorableness of the attitudes toward
TABLE 39




Attitude Frequency Percentage of Total Population
Score A B C D E F A B C D E If
Very Favorable 81i-100 3 5 9 2 5 7 0.9 1.6 2.8 0.6 1.6 2.2
Favorable 68-83 11 22 13 Ih 12 15 3.U 6.9 U.l h.h 3.8 1*.7
Neutral 52-67 15 11 18 7 11 15 U.7 3.1* 5.6 2.2 3.U 1*.7
Unfavorable 36-51 12 18 8 11 16 k 3.8 5.6 2.5 3.1* 5.0 1.3
Very Unfavorable 20-35 1 5 2 7 10 — 0.3 1.6 0.6 2.2 3.1
U2 61 50 kl 5U hi 13.21 19.06 15.63 12.81 16.88 12.81
Meant A ■ Professional and Semi-Professional 60.38
B ■ Proprietors, Managers and Officials 60,07
C ■ Clerical, Sales and Kindred 6U.70
D ■ Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred 56.61
E - Operatives and Kindred, Laborers,
IVotective Service Workers, Housewives 69.92
F ■ Students 67.68
Multi-Serial Correlation* r ■ .lUlO M ■ .15
hippies under this variable.
Table UO shows that the case was not the same in the results
of the next hypothesis. This was that there would be no difference
in attitude toward the hippies due to the occupation of the head of
the household. When the multi-serial correlation was run this time,
the ’M” was *60. This meant that #60 is the amount of correlation
one should expect to obsejrve if one were able to measure "occupation
of the head of household" on an inteinral level, and assuming a normal
distribution on this variable. The uncorrected "r" came to .56UO.
This was much greater than the .195 needed for rejection at the *05
level of significance for a two-tailed test. The null hypothesis
was rejected. The coefficient of determination was .3181, which
meant that almost 32 percent of the variation in attitude toward the
hippies could have been explained as a function of the occupation of
the head of the household, had other variables been held constant.
As the occupational status of the head of household increased, so
did the respondent's favorable attitude toward the Atlanta hippies.
Table t^O indicates that the "clerical, sales and kindred
worker" group had the only average attitude score in the "favorable"
attitude range. Despite the fact that this mean was 72.95, the
largest percentage of the respondents whose "head of household" fell
into this occupational group scored in the "very favorable" attitude
range.
The penultimate hypothesis was that there would be no difference
in attitude toward the hippies due to whether the respondent was a
student or a holder of an occupation. For the purpose of an analysis
TABLE UO
FREQUENCy-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITODES TOWARD HIPPIES BY





Frequency Percentage of Total Population
A B C D E A B C D E
Very Favorable 8I4-IOO 6 7 7 5 2 1.9 2.2 2.2 1.6 0.6
Favorable 68-83 15 36 5 18 11 U.7 11.3 1.6 5.6 3.U
Neutral 52-67 21 19 5 lU 15 6.6 5.9 1.6 U.U U.7
Unfavorable 36-51 lU 25 2 16 10 U.U 7.8 0.6 5.0 3.1
Very Unfavorable 20-35 2 7 mm 10 k 0.6 2.2 3.1 1.3
Total 58 9k 19 63 U2 18.12 29.37 5.9I4 19.69 13.12
Mean: A ■ Professional and Semi-Professional 6l*83
B ■ Proprietors, Managers and Officials 60.7l*
C • Clerical, Sales and Kindred 72.92
D ■ Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred 56.9U
E • Operatives and Kindred, Laborers,
Protective Service Workers,
Housewives, Students 57.28
Multi-Serial Correlation: r ■ .56140 M ■ .60
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of rariance, occupation was broken down into two categories. These
groups can be seen in Table Ul« The first included professional and
semiprofessional workers and also proprietors, managers and officials.
The other category included clerical, sales and kindred workers.
The computed value of •’F" was 3*21*5 which, when tested at the .05
level of significance, was found to be larger than the 2.99 needed
to reject the null hypothesis. There was a significant difference
between the average student attitude score of 67.683 (out of 100.00)
and the first occupational category average attitude score which was
6O.I9U and the second occupational category average score which was
6I1.7OO. Respondents who were students had more favorable attitudes
toward the Atlanta hippies than had respondents who were holding an
occupation. Of the two occupational groups, clerical, sales and
kindred workers had more favorable attitudes than had respondents
who were professionals and semiprossional workers or proprietors,
managers and officials.
Table I4.I shows that the largest percentage of "professionals,
semi-professionals, proprietors, managers and officials" scox^d in
the "favorable" attitude range, even though the mean for this group was
6O.I9U. There were no students who scored in the "very unfavorable"
attitude range, and only 1.3 percent of the population were students
who scored in the "unfavorable" range.
To review, the respondent*s occupation was not found to be a
significant influence on this attitude toward hippies, but the occu¬
pation of the head of household was, Ifere again, probably the oc¬
cupational factor alone was not the sole determinant of attitude.
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TABI£ Ul
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISIRIBUTION OF ATTITUDES TWARD
HIPPIES BY RESPraiDENT BEING A STUDENT OR






Frequency Percentage of Total
Population
A C A C^
Very Favorable 8U-100 8 9 7 2.5 2.8 2.2
Favorable 68-83 33 13 15 10.3 U.l U.7
Neutral 52-67 26 18 15 8.1 5.6 U.7
Unfavorable 36-51 30 8 U 9.U 2.5 1.3
Very Unfavorable 20-35 6 2 1.9 0.6 •
Total 103 50 51 32.27 15.63 12.81
Mean: A ■ Professionals, Semi-Professionals,
Proprietors, Managers and Officials 60.19ii
B “ Clerical, Sales and Kindred 6U.700
C ■ Students 67*680
Associated with occupational hierarcl^ is education, skill and moti¬
vation. The hi^er the occupational rating the head of household
has, the more secure both he and his family are. These persons do
not feel directly threatened by the hippies and, in fact, often use
excerpts frcm the hippies' culture as an escape from societial
frustrations. In addition, it is interesting to see in Table Ul
that respondents who were students had a significantly more favor¬
able attitude than respondents who held occupations. Most students,
while receptive to the hippies, generally have not felt the pressures
of responsibility and have not entered into the complexities of
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providing for their day to day living.
It was hypothesized that there would be no difference in atti¬
tude toward the hippies due to the size of the respondent's family
income. Once again, a correlation analysis was appropriate. The
results are found in Table U2. The calculated "r" was -0.1U9. The
table value needed for rejection of the null hypothesis at the .0^
level of significance for a two-tailed test was -.195* There was
almost a relationship here but the null hypothesis still had to be
accepted. The probability was greater than 5 percent that this
value occurred by chance.
It can be noted in Table U2 that the mean family income in
this study was approximately $9,U00. This accounts for the large
percentage of middle- and upper-income respondents. In the "middle
inccsne" category, 11.3 percent of the total population scored in
the "favorable" attitude range. In the "upper income" group, 13.2
percent of the total population scored in the "unfavorable" range.
In the "lower income" group 2.8 percent were "neutral,"
Thus, family income was another variable which was nonsignifi¬
cant. It would have seemed that apprehensive and marginal men would
have been vaguely terrified at any signs of social change created by
the hippies. Economically, however, the hippies only invoke anxiety
and anger with merchants in the hippie area. Although poor families
can identify with the hippies' concern for changing the American
system, the wealthy families can enjoy freedom and release from bore¬
dom through the experimentation of hippie practices.
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TABLE U2
FREQUENCY-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIOJ OF ATTITUDES TOWARD






Frequency Percentage of Total
Population
A C A B C
Very Favorable 8U-100 18 15 9 0.9 U.7 2.8
Favorable 68-83 3 36 28 0.9 11.3 8.8
Neutral 52-67 9 27 3k 2.8 8.U 10.6
Unfavorable 36-51 3 23 U2 0.9 7.2 13.2
Very Unfavorable 20-35 15 10 •• U.7 3.1
Total 18 116 123 5«62 36.25 38.UU
Mean: $9,UOO
Correlation Analysis r = 0.1U9
.05 level of significance: Not significant
A ■ $l,000-$3>999 Lower Income
B « $U,000-$12,999 Middle Income




The purpose of this study was twofold. The first objective
was to find out whether Atlanta residents had favorable or unfavor¬
able attitudes toward Atlanta’s hippies. The second purpose was to
identify the characteristics of the friends and enemies of these
hippies.
The attitudes of the 320 Atlanta residents toward the hippies
were measured by their responses to questions on a pretested question¬
naire designed to Likert specifications. Attitude scores could
range frwn 20 (most unfavorable attitude toward the hippies) to 100
(most favorable attitude). This continuum was split in fifths.
A score ranging from 20-35 was ’’Veiy Unfavorable," from 36-51 "Unfav¬
orable," from 52-67 "Neutral," from 68-83 "Favorable," and from 8U-
100 "Very Favorable."
In answer to the major problem: Do Atlanta residents think
favorably or unfavorably of the Atlanta hippies? the results showed
that the average attitude of Atlanta residents toward hippies may
be expressed as a score of sixty on the scale mentioned above. This
meant that the average resident was "neutral," or undecided, as to
how he felt toward the hippies.
In order to identify the friends and enemies of the hippies.
100
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the attitudes of these 320 Atlanta residents were tested against a
list of twenty independent variables. The effect of each variable
was Jqrpothesized, Ten of these hypotheses, when tested, were not
found to be significant. Those ten are as follcwst
1. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due to
the sector of Atlanta where the respondent lives. (Analysis of
Variance: null hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
2. Male respondents think less favorably of the hippies than
do female respondents. (T-Tests hypothesis rejected, no significsuat
difference.)
3. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due to
the marital status of the respondent. (Analysis of Variance: null
hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
U. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the length of time the respondent has lived in Atlanta. (Multi*
Serial Correlation: null hypothesis accepted, no significant differ¬
ence.)
5. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the length of time the respondent has lived in his present ccan-
munity. (Multi-Serial Correlation: null hypothesis accepted, no
significant difference.)
6. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the size of the respondent's family income. (Correlation Ana¬
lysis: null hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
7. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the number of people in the respondent's family. (Correlation
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Analysis* null hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
8* There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the respondent's occupation* (Multi-Serial Correlation: null
hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
9* There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due to
the section of Atlanta where the respondent works or goes to school.
(Analysis of Variance* null hypothesis accepted, no significant
difference.)
10. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to how the respondent first learned about hippies. (Analysis of
Variance; null hypothesis accepted, no significant difference.)
There were also ten variables that were found to be signifi¬
cant factors in the attitudes that the Atlanta residents had toward
Atlanta hippies. The effects that these variables would have on
the attitudes were hypothesized as were the afore-mentioned variables.
The hypotheses were tested and the results were as follows:
1. Younger respondents have more favorable attitudes toward
the hippies than do older respondents. (Correlation Analysis* hypo¬
thesis accepted, there was a significant differencej the older the
respondent, the less favorable the attitude.)
2. Respondents who have had a rural upbringing think more
favorably of the hippies than do respondents who have had an urban
upbringing* (T-Test: hypothesis accepted, there was a significant
differencej respondents with rural upbringing did in fact have more
favorable attitudes*)
3* There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
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to whether the respondent owns or rents the place where he lives*
(T-Test: null Iqrpothesis rejected, there was a significant difference;
respondents who rented the place where they lived had more favorable
attitudes.)
U* There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the number of families that live in the same building as the respon¬
dent. (Multi-Serial Correlation: null hypothesis rejected, there was
a significant difference; as the number of families in the same
building increased, so did the favorableness of the respondent's atti¬
tude.
5. Respondents with higher education have more favorable atti¬
tudes toward the hippies than do respondents with only elementary or
high school education. (Multi-Serial Correlation: hypothesis accepted;
as the amount of the respondent's education increased, so did the
favorableness of the respondent's attitude.)
6. Respondents whose fathers have higher education have more
favorable attitudes toward the hippies than do respondents whose fathers
have had only elementary or high school education. (Multi-Serial Corre¬
lation: hypothesis accepted; as the amount of the respondent's father's
education increased, so did the favorableness of the respondent's at¬
titude.)
7* Respondents whose mothers have higher education have more
favorable attitudes toward hippies than do respondents whose mothers
have had only elementary or high school education. (Multi-Serial
Correlation: hypothesis accepted; as the amount of the respondent's
mother's education increased, so did the favorableness of the respon-
dent's attitude.)
8. Catholic respondents think less favorably toward the hippies
than do Jews and Protestants. Protestants think less favorably of
the hippies than do Jews. Jews think more favorably of the hippies
than do Catholics and Protestants. (Analysis of Variance: null hypo¬
thesis rejected; Jews were the second most favorable religious group,
as compared to those responding "other," and they were followed by
Catholics and Protestants, in that order.)
9. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to the occupation of the head of the household. (Multi-Serial Corre¬
lation: null hypothesis rejected; as the occupation status of the head
of the household incireased, so did the respondent's favorable attitude.)
10. There is no difference in attitude toward the hippies due
to whether the respondent is a student or a holder of an occupation.
(Analysis of Variance: null hypothesis rejected; respondents who were
students had more favorable attitudes than respondents who held an
occupation.)
In order to obtain these findings, this study took a societal
reactions approach to the profiling of the Atlanta residents' attitude
toward the Atlanta hippies. The usefulness of this study and its
results may be judged in terms of the possible impact it might have
on an overall understanding of the hippie movement in Atlanta, or in
cities of comparable size in the Southeast, and in the understanding
of societal reactions to this movement.
Conclusion
This study did not pretend to deal with the science of human
10$
relations as a whole. It aimed merely to measure Atlantans reaction
toward the Atlanta hippies and to identify some independent variables
associated with the residents whose attitudes toward these hippies
were obtained.
It was found that the average Atlanta attitude toward the
hippies was 60 (neutral) on a scale ranging from 20 to 100. Resi¬
dents can look at this figure and ask themselves why it was that
Atlantans appear to be "undecided" about what they think of their
hippies. Could it be that the average respondent did not know
enough about the hippies to formulate his or her attitudes more
definitely?
If an Atlanta resident can admit to himself that he honestly
does not know enough about the hippies to say whether he thinks either
favorably or unfavorably of them, then he might want to get to know
them better. In formulating an educated opinion, he would want to
speak to several hippies. He should make a serious effort to listen
as the hippies speak and try to understand their philosophy.
It might be that the resident is not interested in getting to
know the hippies. That, of course, is his prerogative, but disinterest
and ignorance about contemporary issues does not help solve the social
problems. What does help are efforts such as those the Mayor of
Atlanta has taken since the inception of this study. His staff has
held community meetings with the hippies, has appropriated money
for medical assistance and has stationed three score policemen in the
hippie area. It would appear that the Mayor has made the initial
effort to listen to what the hippies have to say. Is it possible
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to say that about the rest of the Atlanta residents?
The main contribution of this study lies in its partial re¬
direction of analysis to certain key variables in research, and in the
focus it places on studying individual reactions to deviance. Another
contribution is that it brings to the fore some important questions
concerning images of the hippie created by cognitive, emotional and
action orientation of the respondents.
This study did not deal with the relationship between attitude
toward the hippies and college grades, social status, race, political
or party affiliation, or domestic or foreign policy conservAtisra or
liberalism. These variables could prove to be additional areas of
research on the attitudes toward the hippies about which this study
simply provides a stepping stone.
APPMPIX
PERSONAL DATA
1« In section of Atlanta does the respondent live? (Circle one)
Nl^ NE SW SE
2. Sex: Male
_____ Female





36-ltO 61 and above
U. Is the respondent
Single Married “^parated _____ Divorced
_____ Widowed
5* Before reaching sixteen years of age, where was most of the
re8r>ondent*s life spent?










6. How long has the respondent lived in Atlanta _________
7. How long has the respondent lived in his present community
8. Does the respondent own or rent the place where he lives?
(Circle one)
OifTi Rent
9. How many families live in the building you live in?
___ Just my own family
107
108
One or two families beside my own
_____ Three or four families beside my own
____ More than four families beside my own







_____ More than five
11. What was your total family income from last year?









______ $25,000 and above
12. What is the respondent's highest grade of school completed?
Elementary (specify year)
High School (specify year)
College (years, area of study, degi'ee)
Graduate school (years, area of study, degree)
13. Education of Parents*
a. Father's last grade completed or degree acquired






_____ Other (snecify) ____________
15. Occupation of the head of household: ___________
16. Respondent's occupation (if not same as above) ___________
17. In what section of Atlanta does the respondent work or go to
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school? (circle one)
___ NW WE SW ____ SE
18. How did the respondent first learn about hippies?
Statements
Strong- Un- Strong¬
ly Agree deci- Dis- ly Dis-
Agree ded agree agree
19* I would not mind if my
brothers, sisters or
children became hippies.
20. Hippies use dirty langu¬
age in front of decent
people.
21. Hippies are thinking of
the well-being of others
as well as of themselves.
22. The way hippies dress is
shameful. Selected for Use
23. Atlanta hippies are intel¬
ligent.
2l4« I do not want the hippies
to leave Atlanta
2$, If The Great Speckled Bird
Inflects the ideas of the
Atlanta hippies, it is a
bad newspaper Selected for Use
26. 1 would refuse to associate
with a hippie. Selected for use
27. I do not mind that the hippies
walk the streets of Atlanta. Selected for use
28. Atlanta hippies are immature
and irresponsible.
29. I believe hippies smoke
marihuana*
30. Atlanta hippies know nothing Selected for use
about politics *




ly Agree deci- Dis- ly Dis-
Agree ded agree agree
32, Atlanta would be a great city
if the hippies would leave*
33* Atlanta hippies are not run-
ming from social responsibi¬
lities.
3k» Hippies do not hurt anyone.
35* Hippies are long-haired
freaks.
36. Improper behavior is becoming
proper because of the hippies*
37* Hippies make our parks and
sidewalks unsafe for walking.
38. Hippies do a lot of begging
for money.
39. Hippies can be trusted.
UO. Atlanta hippies wear terrible
clothes•
Ul. Atlanta hippies are not search¬
ing for a better society.
1^2. I would hire a hippie to work
for me *
ii3* Atlanta hippies want peace in
Viet Nam because they are
scared to fight*
Ui. Hippies make Atlanta a more
interesting place to live.
U5» Hippies are ruining Atlanta’s
morals.
U6. I would like to have a hippie
as a very good friend.
k7 • Atlanta hippies do not know what















Statements ly Agree deci- Dis-
Agree ded agree
U8. Atlanta hippies pretend to
be great lovers.
U9* Hippies make a positive con¬
tribution to the Atlanta
society.
50. I do not mind eating in a
restaurant that serves hippies.
51. Hippies are not lazy.
52. Atlanta hippies stand for
justice.
53* Atlanta hippies practice free
love.
5U. Atlanta has changed for the
better since the hippies came.
55» I would not let a child of mine
marry a hippie.
56. Hippies are good workers.
57* Hippies are carefree.
58* Hippies are friendly people.
59. Hippies ruin business in
Atlanta.
60. I like Atlanta hippies. Selected for use
61. Atlanta hippies are mature
adults.
62. Atlanta hippies are stupid. Selected for use
63. Atlanta hippies are disgusting
people. Selected for use
6U* Hippies make no contribution to











Agree deci- Dis- ly Dis-
ded Agree agree
65. Atlanta hippies are clean
people,
66. The newspaper. The Great
Speckled Bird, is obscene,
67. Hippies are interested in
politics,
68; Atlanta hippies should be put
in jail. Selected for use
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